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INTRODUCTION 
Within recent years, the provision of indirect psychological 
services has been emphasized by both academicians and field-based 
practitioners of school psychology. Current patterns of funding with­
in general and special education have resulted in greater accountability 
for support services and called into question the practice of pro­
viding direct services for all students affected with learning and/or 
behavior problems. In addition, nonbiased assessment practices and 
the legislative mandate requiring the least restrictive educational 
environment have contributed to the current trend toward use of in­
direct psychological services as appropriate and desirable service 
delivery options in educational settings. 
School-based consultation is a frequent approach to indirect 
delivery of school psychological services. It appears to be a means 
of school psychological service delivery that is preferred and sought 
by consumers of psychological services such as teachers and administrators 
(Gutkin, 1980; Gutkin, Singer, & Brown, 1980; Lambert, Sandoval, & 
Corder, 1975) as well as by school psychologists as service providers 
(Gutkin & Curtis, 1982; Martin & Meyers, 1980; Meacham & Peckham, 
1978). 
School-Based Consultation 
Writers in the field have expressed diverse views regarding the 
range of services referred to as consultation and what processes should 
be considered consultation (Bergan, 1977; Caplan, 1970; Gallessich, 
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1985; Lambert, 1974; Meyers, 1973; Reschly, 1976; Schmuck & Miles, 
1971). As a method of service delivery, numerous approaches or 
models of consultation have been advanced. The nature of consultation 
can be specified by considering general areas of convergence among 
the approaches (Bergan, 1977; Gallessich, 1985; Gutkin & Curtis, 
1982; Reschly, 1976). 
Characteristics of school-based consultation 
School-based consultation is generally conceptualized as an 
indirect method of psychological service delivery involving collabora­
tion in problem-solving among professionals (Bergan, 1977; Gutkin & 
Curtis, 1982; Medway, 1979). In this role, psychologists assist 
classroom teachers and parents as the mediators of change in the use 
of psychological principles to promote learning and adjustment in 
children (Bergan & Tombari, 1976). As Graden, Casey, and Christenson 
(1985) note, providing psychological interventions through an indirect, 
consultative method of service delivery has the advantage of assisting 
a greater number of students with existing resources. In addition, 
school-based consultation increases the skill and knowledge of the 
regular classroom teacher (Gutkin, 1980). School-based consultation 
also meets the mandate of providing services within the least restrictive 
educational alternative (Federal Register, 1977) by providing an option 
for regular classroom teachers to intervene and function as change 
agents in the mainstream classroom environment. Further, as Lawler 
(1985) indicates, allowing a student with special education program 
needs to remain in the regular education environment in conjunction 
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with consultation services avoids the difficulty of generalizing be­
havior to a new setting and enhances generalization of behavior 
across time. 
Effectiveness of school-based consultation 
Major reviews of consultation research literature provide sup­
port for the effectiveness of school consultation interventions (Medway, 
1979, 1982) and the effectiveness of school-based consultation in re­
ducing the number of special education referrals for evaluation and 
special class placement (Graden, Casey, & Bonstrom, 1985; Ritter, 
1978). In a more specific investigation of the implementation and out­
comes of school-based consultation interventions, Bergan and Tombari 
(1976) demonstrated that of 806 school-based consultation cases studied, 
implementation of an intervention plan occurred in only 31% of them. 
Yet, goal attainment was achieved in 97% of the cases in which a behavior 
change plan was implemented. Obviously, as numerous writers maintain, 
the technology for designing effective intervention programs for be­
havior change has been adequately demonstrated (Abidin, 1975; Hersen, 
1979; Knapp & Salend, 1984; Kratochwill & Van Someren, 1985; Medway, 
1979, 1982). Yet, as Hersen (1979) emphasized, there is a "wide gulf" 
between theoretical expectation and pragmatic success in the applica­
tion of psychological principles. Happe (1982) further provided evidence 
that teachers frequently do not use interventions developed through 
school-based consultation. In a survey of school psychologists' 
perceptions. Happe (1982) reported that nearly half of the teachers 
seeking school-based consultation services did not implement the inter­
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vention plan to goal attainment. These survey data indicate that 
teacher-perceived ineffectiveness of the intervention, lack of time, 
fairness to other children, and concurrent use of a similar plan were 
cited as reasons for noncompliance on the part of the classroom teacher 
as reported by the school psychologists. 
Most field-based practitioners of school consultation and numerous 
authors speculate privately and in the literature about variables in­
fluencing the failure of consultées to implement intervention programs. 
However, the vast majority provide no empirical support for their 
contentions. An empirically supported understanding of variables 
which inhibit or facilitate implementation and successful outcome 
during the consultation process has yet to be achieved. 
Factors Influencing Intervention Implementation 
The literature has produced a range of variables thought to 
contribute to the failure of classroom teachers/consultees to implement 
an intervention. As in any naturalistic setting, the educational en­
vironment is complex and includes numerous elements that may influence 
teachers' willingness to use a classroom intervention. When designing 
an intervention to be implemented in the regular education classroom 
environment, the school psychologist must be cognizant and sensitive 
to the elements and their interactions (Abidin, 1972; Reppucci & 
Saunders, 1974; Witt & Elliott, 1985). 
In the regular education environment, these elements include the 
teacher, the referred student, other classmates, parents, and various 
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sociopolitical and pragmatic concerns such as administrative attitude, 
accountability pressures, availability of time and materials. Each 
of these elements potentially contribute to the use, implementation 
integrity and ultimate effectiveness of classroom interventions. 
Model for understanding use of interventions 
Witt and Elliott (1985) have proposed a working model to conceptualize 
major factors influencing teacher judged acceptability of classroom 
interventions. This model also provides a framework for understanding 
consultée use of interventions. The underpinnings for the model stem 
from the social validation concepts of Wolf (1978). Wolf suggested 
that subjective judgments of the acceptability of an intervention may 
be related to the intervention being adopted, being supported by others, 
and may ultimately determine its effectiveness. Witt and Elliott 
provide a framework which focuses on four elements and their inter­
relationships. The four elements are acceptability, use, integrity, 
and effectiveness. 
Insert Figure 1 about here 
The hypothesized relationships among these four elements 
can best be characterized as sequential but reciprocal. 
That is, acceptability is ultimately the initial issue 
in the sequence of treatment selection and use. Once 
the treatment is deemed acceptable, the probability of 
using the treatment is high relative to other treatments. 
A central element linking use and effectiveness is treat­
ment integrity. If integrity is high, the probability is 
enhanced of.effecting a behavioral change. Finally, if 
the effectiveness of the treatment meets or exceeds the 
expectations of the service provider, the probability is 
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Acceptab i l i ty  
o f  Treatment  
Ef fec t iveness  Use  of  
o f  Treatment  Treatment  
In tegr i ty  o f  
Treatment  
Figure 1. The reciprocal relationship between treatment acceptability, 
use, integrity and effectiveness 
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enhanced of judging the treatment acceptable. Theoretically, 
a break in any of the four links of the model should affect 
each of the remaining links (Witt & Elliott, 1985, p. 40). 
Acceptability refers to a teacher's subjective judgment of whether 
intervention procedures are appropriate, fair, and reasonable for 
the problem or client (Kazdin, 1981). Use refers to the classroom 
teacher's actual Implementation of the intervention. Treatment integrity 
refers to the degree to which an intervention is implemented as in­
tended during the design phase of the consultation process (Yeaton & 
Sechrest, 1981). Finally, effectiveness refers to the degree to which 
the intervention accomplishes the goal(s) of treatment. 
Relationship between acceptability and use 
Within this framework, use of a treatment such as an intervention 
is viewed as a consequence of acceptability. While much of the inter­
vention acceptability research has included an evaluation of whether 
consumers would use a treatment, their actual use of classroom inter­
ventions has not been directly investigated. There exists little re­
search clarifying the nature of the relationship between acceptability 
and use of treatments such as classroom interventions. Within Witt 
and Elliott's (1985) model, a sequential relationship has been 
hypothesized between intervention acceptability and use. As Witt and 
Elliott (1985) summarize, there is a glaring need to empirically 
verify or disconfirm the hypothesized relationship between acceptability 
and use. While it would seem likely that an unacceptable intervention 
would not be used, it is not clear that teachers actually use inter­
ventions that are considered acceptable. An empirical examination of 
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the hypothesized relationship between intervention acceptability and 
actual use of interventions in the school setting is currently the 
key issue in intervention acceptability research. If subjective 
judgments of acceptability do not have any relationship to actual 
events, then continuation of programmatic analog studies cataloging 
the acceptability of various interventions for specific problems as 
suggested by Witt and Elliott (1985) is a useless enterprise. Further­
more, the naturalistic environment may be too complex and the socio­
political contingencies too situation-specific for a simple categoriza­
tion of the acceptability of various interventions for specific prob­
lems . 
Other variables influencing use 
In addition to examining the relationship between acceptability 
and use of classroom interventions, it is crucial to begin to explore 
the range of factors other than acceptability which influence the 
probability that a classroom intervention will be used. Witt and 
Elliott (1985) acknowledge that a number of variables may mediate 
the relationship between acceptability and use of classroom interven­
tions. In addition, factors not directly related to the issue of 
general intervention acceptability could potentially contribute to the 
degree of actual intervention use and have been advanced in the litera­
ture as potentially inhibiting intervention implementation. 
Piersel and Gutkin (1983) identify school system and building 
level factors that may produce a resistance to implementing school-
based consultation interventions. Other authors have also identified 
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similar variables (Abidin, 1972; Gallessich, 1973; Reppucci, 1977; 
Reppucci & Saunders, 1974). School system and building level variables 
such as administrative support (both internal and external to the 
building), provision of adequate resources, and funding pressures to 
keep existing programs in place (Gutkin & Tieger, 1979) may be power­
ful determiners of the degree of use of classroom interventions. More­
over, some teachers apparently do not believe that they are primarily 
responsible for behavior and social-emotional developmental concerns 
(Lambert, 1976) and instead deem referral to special education as the 
intervention of choice (Algozzine, Ysseldyke, Christenson, & Thurlow, 
1982). 
Statement of the Problem 
The purpose of this investigation is to determine which variables 
influence the probability that a classroom intervention developed 
through school-based consultation will be used. Witt and Elliott 
(1985) propose a working model that allows examination of the rela­
tionship between acceptability and use of classroom interventions. 
Based on this framework, use of interventions is directly related 
to a treatment acceptability judgment by the consultée and is, to some 
degree, a consequence of treatment acceptability. If a treatment 
such as a classroom intervention is considered acceptable, it is 
hypothesized that there is a greater probability the intervention will 
be used. Currently, research on the acceptability of classroom 
interventions and on the relationship between use and intervention 
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acceptability has been solely analog in nature or has assessed general 
willingness to use an intervention rather than actual use. Generally, 
preservice or student teachers have been asked to read a case descrip­
tion of a child with problem behavior. Then subjects are asked to 
read descriptions of interventions and asked to judge each intervention 
in terms of acceptability and willingness to use it. The present 
study investigates the acceptability and use of interventions which 
have actually been proposed during consultation between a classroom 
teacher and the school psychologist. It is a field-based study 
which explored the relationship between intervention acceptability and 
use. 
In addition, empirical investigation of the relationship between 
other organizational or system level variables and use of classroom 
interventions has been suggested but not conducted. An investigation 
of the relationship between such organizational or system level 
variables and use of interventions is necessary to explore the relative 
impact of these variables on use. The present investigation is unique 
in addressing the relationship between intervention acceptability and 
intervention use in a field-based study. Moreover, the present 
investigation also examines acceptability and use of classroom inter­
ventions within the context of organizational variables which may 
prove to be powerful determiners of use of treatments by consumers. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 
School-Based Consultation 
School-based consultation has become a major professional function 
for school psychologists and is a frequent method of psychological 
service delivery (Meacham & Peckham, 1978). During the past twenty 
years, school-based consultation has received continual support both 
from field-based practitioners and consumers of school psychological 
services as the most preferred or one of the most important profes­
sional functions of the school psychologist (Gallessich, 1974; Gutkin, 
1980; Gutkin & Curtis, 1982; Gutkin, Singer, & Brown, 1980; Lambert, 
Sandoval, & Corder, 1975; Martin & Meyers, 1980; Meacham & Peckham, 
1978; Tindall, 1964). Writers in the field have expressed diverse 
views regarding the range of services referred to as consultation and 
what processes should be considered consultation (Bergan, 1977; Caplan, 
1970; Gallessich, 1985; Lambert, 1974; Meyers, 1973; Reschly, 1976; 
Schmuck & Miles, 1971). As a method of service delivery, numerous 
approaches or models of school-based consultation have been advanced. 
Four approaches to school-based consultation will be briefly re­
viewed followed by discussion of the convergence among them from 
which the basic parameters of school-based consultation will emerge. 
Maj or models of school-based consultation 
In a recent review of treatment success in the application of 
consultation to schools and educational settings, Kratochwill and 
Van Someren (1985) identify four conceptualizations of consultation; 
mental health (Caplan, 1970; Meyers, 1973), organizational development 
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(Schmuck, 1982; Schmuck & Miles, 1971; Gallessich, 1974), problem-
centered (Gutkin & Curtis, 1982), and behavioral (Bergan, 1977). 
Mental health consultation The mental health consultation 
model seeks to increase the understanding and skill of the teacher 
to remediate and prevent mental illness (Caplan, 1970). Gallessich 
(1985) summarizes the mental health consultation model by indicating 
that the focus is on the client (or student) while the problem is 
discussed in terms of the consultée's (teacher's) deficit in knowledge, 
skill, objectivity or self-confidence which in turn produce cognitive 
or affective barriers to problem resolution. The consultant assumes 
a colleagial role and creates an egalitarian relationship with con­
sultées (Reschly, 1976). This approach is frequently referred to as 
consultee-centered consultation (Gutkin & Curtis, 1982; Gallessich, 
1985) because the overall goal of the consultant is to remediate 
deficits in the consultée's professional functioning. These deficits 
are considered to be related to the lack of problem resolution re­
garding the student's presenting referral concern. 
Organizational development consultation The organizational 
development consultation approach is comprised of a group of methods 
of consultation which generally seek to improve the organizational-
climate in the school so that change can be instituted (Gallessich, 
1972; Reschly, 1976; Schmuck & Miles, 1971). In a brief review of 
organizational development consultation, Gallessich (1985) indicates 
that the knowledge base for this broad category of methods includes 
social-psychological, cognitive-behavioral, ecological, psychodynamic, 
and systems theories. Consultants using this approach typically 
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emphasize humanistic values and assumptions and maintain a facilitative 
and collaborative role with consultées (Gallessich, 1985; Schmuck, 
1982). The general goal of this model is to mobilize existing re­
sources within the school district or building system in order to 
identify needed change and achieve problem resolution (Reschly, 1976). 
Problem-centered consultation The problem-centered consulta­
tion approach.advanced by Gutkin and Curtis (1982) seeks to maximize 
the probability of developing high-quality solutions to presenting 
problems. Gutkin and Curtis (1982) identify problem-solving consulta­
tion as a synthesis of the consultation service delivery model and 
the basic principles involved in the effective problem-solving process 
advanced by D'Zurilla and Goldfried (1971) and Heppner (1978). The 
problem-solving sequence leads to identification of interventions or 
solutions in the presenting problem that are the best among alterna­
tives given the realistic constraints in the presenting situation. 
The consultant and consultée collaborate through stages of problem 
definition, evaluating the ecological context of the presenting problem, 
generating solutions, evaluating proposed solutions and selecting an 
intervention, implementing the intervention, and evaluating its 
effectiveness on an ongoing basis. Gutkin and Curtis advocate 
developing a precise, behavioral definition of the presenting problem 
and emphasize the collaborative and egalitarian nature of the consultant-
consultee relationship. The presenting problem is typically child- or 
student-oriented. 
Behavioral consultation Behavioral consultation is based on 
learning theory and technology and more recently includes social-
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learning and cognitive-behavioral theories (Bergan, 1977; Gallessich, 
1985; Reschly, 1976). The behavioral consultation model seeks to 
change the behavior of the student who is the client. Behavioral 
consultation is conceptualized as a collaborative, problem-solving 
process in which the consultant and consultée (teacher) identify the 
specific problem in behavioral terms, develop an intervention which 
is implemented by the consultée, and evaluate the effectiveness of 
the intervention. The consultant-consultee relationship is egalitarian 
with the school psychologist providing specific psychological knowledge 
and the teacher providing expert knowledge of the student and the 
classroom. The classroom teacher or other school personnel is the direct 
change agent and is the link between the student who is the target 
of change and the psychologist possessing psychological knowledge to 
effect behavior change. 
As the preceding brief review suggests, numerous approaches to 
school-based consultation have been advanced. However, despite the 
heterogeneous nature of these approaches to consultation, a set of 
common characteristics or elements emerge to define the general nature 
of school-based consultation. These key dimensions have been identified 
by several authors (Bergan, 1977; Gallessich, 1985; Gutkin & Curtis, 
1982; Reschly, 1976) and are enumerated below. 
Common elements among school-based consultation approaches 
Several characteristics are common among the numerous approaches 
to school-based consultation and provide a general specification of the 
consultation process. 
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Indirect service delivery The predominant characteristic 
among most consultation approaches is the concept of indirect 
service delivery. In school-based consultation, the consultant is 
typically the school psychologist, the consultée is the teacher and 
the client is the student. The structure is triadic with the 
psychologist providing indirect services to clients by working with 
consultées who function as change agents. Since the consultée is the 
change agent, the psychologist's ability to provide a professional 
service to the client depends on the consultée's behavior. The 
exception to this view of consultation as an indirect method of 
service delivery is organizational development consultation in which 
the goal of consultation is change in the system. The client served 
by the consultée may be influenced by change in the system but is not 
directly targeted. 
Gutkin and Curtis (1982) identify indirect service delivery as 
the most definitive feature of consultation. Figure 2 contrasts the 
direct service delivery model and the indirect service delivery model 
(Gutkin & Curtis, 1982). It is apparent that the indirect service 
delivery model allows an additional array of potential variables to 
influence the application of psychological principles by a change 
agent other than the psychologist who possesses such expertise or 
the client whose behavior is targeted for change. 
Insert Figure 2 about here 
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Direct Service Delivery Model 
Teacher ^ Psychologist Child 
referral treatment 
Indirect Service Delivery Model 
referral 
Psychologist Teacher ^ Child 
c-onsultation treatment 
Figure 2. Direct and indirect service delivery models (Gutkin & 
Curtis, 1982) 
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Consultant-consultee relationship and roles Another common 
element among most consultation approaches is the characterization of 
the consultant-consultee relationship as voluntary, egalitarian and 
colleagial in nature. Both the consultant and consultée maintain 
equal power in the relationship and neither has authority over the 
other. The relationship is also generally collaborative. Both 
consultant and consultée are professional with areas of expertise that 
contribute to the problem-solving effort. The consultant possesses 
specific psychological knowledge and the consultée possesses knowledge 
of the client and the classroom. Both must be actively involved 
in the collaborative problem-solving effort and have equivalent 
authority in decision-making. 
Focus of consultation Another general characteristic of the 
school-based consultation approaches is the focus on problem-solving. 
Consultation is a professional service in which the consultant helps 
the consultée solve problems related to some aspect of their work. 
Goals of consultation An additional characteristic common 
among approaches to school-based consultation is the goal-directed 
nature of the activity. While consulting goals vary widely among the 
consultation approaches, consultée goals are identified and outcomes 
of consultation evaluated. 
Consultation process and intervention method All consultation 
approaches involve processes through which consultants assist consultées 
in reaching the stated goal. Specific intervention strategies are 
variable among consultation approaches and depend on consultant 
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philosophy and value systems as well as the general consultation ap­
proach. 
Summary 
Major surveys of field-based school psychologists and consumers 
of school psychological services suggest that school-based consulta­
tion has become a primary professional function for school psychologists. 
Yet, no cogent theory of consultation or integrated conceptual frame­
work has been advanced to address the process and practice of consulta­
tion. 
Four approaches to school-based consultation were reviewed. This 
enumeration of approaches, although not exhaustive, does exemplify 
the major approaches discussed in the literature. From this review, 
the heterogeneous nature os school-based consultation practices was 
documented. In spite of the heterogeneous nature of school-based 
consultation, a core of common elements among the approaches has been 
identified by numerous authors. From this set of common characteristics, 
the basic parameters of school-based consultation practice begins to 
emerge. 
School-based consultation is characterized as an indirect method 
of psychological service delivery in which the school psychologist 
assists the consultée through a collaborative, equal, and voluntary 
relationship in solving problems related to some aspect of their 
work. Thus, the psychologist's ability to provide a professional 
service to the client depends upon the consultee's behavior. The in­
direct nature of service delivery is perhaps the most definitive 
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feature of consultation (Gutkin & Curtis, 1982). The current models 
of consultation advanced in the literature are primarily models of 
service delivery and are therefore predominantly approaches to the 
practice of consultation. Essentially, they are not models of the 
consultation process from which predictions about the process and 
practice of consultation can be made. 
Numerous authors have concluded that consultation research is so 
limited that few empirically based recommendations for practice can 
be asserted (Gallessich, 1985; Gutkin & Curtis, 1982; Medway, 1982). 
Medway (1982) reviewed 145 articles on consultation published in the 
1970s and found that only 23% dealt with research. Both Gallessich 
(1985) and Gutkin and Curtis (1982) have criticized the existing lack 
of conceptual foundations for consultation practice as well as the 
narrow empirical base. Few changes have occurred since Cowen's 
(1973) conclusion in the Annual Review of Psychology that the majority 
of articles on consultation provide no data to substantiate conclusions 
or recommendations. Recently, Gallessich (1985) reviewed existing 
conceptions of consultation and identified critical consequences 
to the lack of an integrated conceptual framework for this method of 
psychological service delivery. She highlighted the need for a cogent 
theoretical foundation to guide consultation practice, research, and 
training and provided a meta-theory paradigm to unify existing con­
cepts and practices. Moreover, in extensive reviews of school-based 
consultation, both Gutkin and Curtis (1982) and Medway (1982) argue 
the clear need for an expanded empirical base from which to support 
and modify assumptions advanced about consultation approaches. 
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Before reviewing factors that influence the implementation of 
consultation interventions, it is important to examine the general 
utility of school-based consultation. 
Effectiveness of School-Based Consultation Services 
Major reviews of the consultation research literature provide 
support for the outcomes of school-based consultation services (Medway, 
1979, 1982). Both the effectiveness of school-based consultation inter­
ventions (Bergan & Tombari, 1976; Dickinson & Adcox, 1984; Medway, 
1979, 1982) and the efficacy of school-based consultation in reducing 
the number of special education referrals for evaluation and special 
class placement (Graden, Casey, & Bonstrom, 1985; Ritter, 1978) have 
been supported in the research literature. 
Effectiveness of consultation interventions 
Bergan and Tombari (1976) investigated variables influencing the 
implementation and outcomes of consultation. The attainment of 
specifically defined intervention goals was examined using measures 
of consultant efficiency, interviewing skills and flexibility in 
applying psychological principles as the predictor variables. Forty-
three percent of initial referrals progressed through the problem 
identification stage of the consultation process. For the remaining 
57% of the referrals, a variety of outcomes were identified. The two 
most frequent alternatives were identified as testing and evaluation 
(44%) and teacher decision against consultation (4%). In 31% 
of the referral cases, an intervention was implemented, 97% of 
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which resulted in goal attainment. Bergan and Tombari (1976) 
concluded that a major problem with implementing effective consulta­
tive services, as investigated in their research effort, was insuring 
that the consultation intervention was used. Overall, problem solu­
tion occurred in only 30% of the cases studied. Yet, when only 
those cases are considered in which intervention plans were imple­
mented, 97% resulted in goal attainment. Bergan and Tombari 
(1976) present evidence that when consultation interventions were 
used, the chances were high that consultative services would be 
effective in achieving the stated goal. 
Dickinson and Adcox (1984) examined the efficacy of school-
based consultation in the attainment of both academic achievement 
and problem behavior goals. Whether the identified deficit occurred 
in the academic achievement or the problem behavior area, an 
individualized intervention plan was developed through school-based 
consultation services. The results supported the general effective­
ness of consultation service outcomes. Academic achievement goals 
were reached at an average of 85% of the objective criterion. Be­
havior goals were reached at an average of 82% of the objective 
criterion. Since both studies involved the voluntary participation 
of teacher-consultees, the generality of these results may be limited. 
As a voluntary participant, the consultée may have implemented the 
intervention plan with greater integrity than a general sample of 
consultées which could serve to inflate overall effectiveness of 
outcomes. 
Major reviews of school-based consultation outcome research 
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also support the general effectiveness of school-based consultation 
services (Medway, 1979, 1982; Updyke, Melton, & Medway, 1981). 
As a follow-up to Mannino and Shore's (1975) review of mental 
health consultation research, Medway (1979) provided more recent 
evidence for the effectiveness of consultation specifically focused 
on the school setting. Medway reviewed results of 29 outcome studies 
of school-based consultation published between 1972 and 1977 using 
Mannino and Shore's inclusion criteria. Studies were included in 
this analysis if they met a general definition of school consultation 
(indirect service delivery and collaborative problem-solving) and 
focused research efforts on studying consultation rather than effects 
of specific treatments. Seventy-six percent of the studies reported 
one or more positive effects resulting from consultation interventions. 
Medway noted the usual cautions applied in outcome research of this 
type and concluded that although research in school-based consultation 
is fragmented and methodologically flawed, school-based consultation 
interventions do appear to be generally effective. 
Updyke, Melton, and Medway (1981) used meta-analytic techniques 
to evaluate outcomes while avoiding the difficulties inherent in tallying 
positive and negative outcomes. The results from 58 school 
consultation studies indicated that the recipients of school 
consultation services showed changes in their attitudes or behavior 
that were 66% greater than individuals who did not receive services. 
Medway (1982) concluded that the effect size, even though considered 
moderate, was impressive given the conceptual advantages of school-
based consultation as a method of service delivery. 
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Consultation efficacy in reducing special class referrals and placements 
The efficacy of school-based consultation has also been documented 
in terms of reducing the number of special education referrals for 
evaluation and special class placement. Ritter (1978) examined the 
effects of consultation on the referral rate over a seven-year period. 
He reported that the average referral rate per year dropped from 
109 during the first four years to 57 during the last three years. 
The decline in referral rate was substantial after four years of 
utilizing a consultation model of service delivery emphasizing class­
room intervention in the regular classroom setting. Resolving a 
problem in the regular class setting that previously would have re­
sulted in a referral for special class placement is desirable because 
of the federal mandates to educate children in the least restrictive 
classroom environment. Ritter's results suggest that the efficacy of 
school-based consultation in reducing the number of teacher referrals 
for special services requires a longitudinal perspective to observe 
significant change. 
Graden, Casey, and Bonstrom (1985) investigated the effects of 
implementing a prereferral intervention model utilizing consultation 
on the number of referrals, number of students tested, and the number 
of students placed in special education in six schools over two years. 
The number of students referred, the number evaluated, and the number 
of students placed in special education programs declined over two 
years. The two schools continuing to report large numbers of special 
education referrals and placements also reported consultants with the 
least experience and training, and less administrative support in 
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terms of time and resources for the consultation process. 
Both the effectiveness of school-based consultation interventions 
(Bergan & Tombari, 1976; Dickinson & Adcox, 1984; Medway, 1979, 1982; 
Updyke, Melton, & Medway, 1981) and the efficacy of school-based 
consultation in reducing the number of special education referrals 
for evaluation and special class placement (Graden, Casey, & Bonstrom, 
1985; Ritter, ,1978) have been supported in the school consultation 
literature. The literature substantiates the general positive outcomes 
of school-based consultation services and suggests that school-based 
consultation provides a method of service delivery to effect behavior 
change in students in the regular classroom setting. It has been 
demonstrated that the technology exists to develop effective class­
room interventions within the context of school-based consultation. 
However, because of the indirect nature of service delivery in 
school-based consultation, the consultée (teacher or other school 
personnel) acts as the direct change agent. The school psychologist's 
ability to provide a professional service to the client depends upon 
the consultée's behavior. The next section reviews the few 
empirical studies focusing on the use of consultation interventions. 
Use of School-Based Consultation Interventions 
Although the general efficacy of classroom interventions developed 
through school-based consultation has been supported in the research 
literature, very few studies examine teachers' actual use of class­
room interventions. Because the consultee-teacher serves as direct 
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change agent in the consultation model of service delivery, the 
teacher is responsible for implementing the intervention developed 
through the collaborative consultation effort with the school 
psychologist. Teachers' use of classroom interventions is a crucial 
issue in the application of the consultation process. If teachers 
are unwilling to use intervention strategies developed during the 
consultation process or are unwilling to implement them with integrity 
to the intervention plan, classroom interventions cannot reliably 
effect behavior change. 
Bergan and Tombari (1976) conducted one of the few empirical 
studies focusing on the implementation and outcomes of school-based 
consultation. Of the 806 referrals for psychological services con­
sidered in this study, 43% of the referring teachers voluntarily 
participated in the initial problem-solving stage of the consultation 
process while in 44% of the referral cases, traditional assessment 
was conducted. In the remaining 13% of the referral cases, a variety 
of things occurred such as the client moving and the school year 
coming to a close. The proportion of teachers participating in 
consultation through the second stage of plan implementation declined 
from 43% to 31%. The proportion of referrals achieving problem solu­
tion was 30%. As this data indicate 97% of the cases in which an 
intervention plan was implemented resulted in goal attainment. Bergan 
and Tombari demonstrated that when consultation interventions were 
used, successful outcomes, as specified by consultée and consultant 
during the consultation process, were virtually assured. Yet, as they 
concluded, a major problem with implementing effective consultation 
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services was insuring that the consultation intervention was used. 
Happe (1982) further provided evidence that teachers frequently 
do not use interventions developed through school-based consultation. 
Happe surveyed school psychologists in Iowa focusing on their percep­
tions of consultée cooperation in the consultation process with parents 
and teachers. One hundred forty-three school psychologists responded 
reporting a median of 30 consultation cases per academic year. Happe 
examined school psychologists' perceptions of consultée commitment to 
implement an intervention plan. He provided percentage anchors of 
0%, 20%, 40%, 60%, 80%, and 100% and asked school psychologists to 
indicate their perception of overall level of consultée implementation 
for their annual consultation caseload at three phases of the consulta­
tion process: verbal commitment, implementation for one day or more, 
and implementation carried through to conclusion. Median reported 
percentages of consultée cooperation dropped from 80% at the verbal 
commitment phase to 60% at the plan implementation phase to 40% at 
the implemented-to-conclusion phase. These data provide evidence 
that the median reported percentage of consultée commitment declined 
substantially at each succeeding level of implementation and indicate 
that only about 40% of the proposed intervention plans are implemented 
to a conclusion according to school psychologists' perceptions. 
Additionally, Happe (1982) asked school psychologists to indicate 
the reasons consultées gave for not implementing intervention plans. 
An examination of the reasons consultées gave for noncompliance with 
an intervention plan revealed the following; previous ineffectiveness 
of the plan, lack of time, doubts about fairness to other children. 
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current use of a similar plan, question about the severity of the 
problem, and lack of empathy for the teachers' situation by the school 
psychologist. Each of these reasons was endorsed by more than 40% 
of the respondents. Happe concluded by suggesting that the high 
level of consultée attrition is due to the consultées' perception 
that the consultation process demands high time and energy commit­
ments . 
Both Bergan and Tombari (1976) and Happe (1982) examine teachers' 
use of intervention plans developed through school-based consultation. 
These studies provide evidence that only 31% (Bergan & Tombari, 1976) 
and 40% (Happe, 1982) of the consultées Implement a classroom inter­
vention and carry it through to conclusion. Both studies focus on 
the central Issue of teachers' use of classroom interventions in the 
application of school-based consultation. Because consultation is an 
indirect method of service delivery, the teacher, as direct change 
agent, is critical to the ultimate effectiveness of the consultation 
service. Without a willing agent-of-change to Implement the inter­
vention as Intended, the intervention plan cannot be expected to effect 
behavior change in students. 
Despite support for the effectiveness of consultation inter­
ventions and support for the conceptual advantages consultation has 
over other service delivery models, a number of factors have been 
hypothesized to impinge on effective application of the consultation 
process. While most field-based practitioners of school consultation 
and numerous authors speculate privately and in the literature about 
variables that influence the failure of consultées to implement inter­
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vention programs, the vast majority provide no empirical basis for 
their contentions. The literature has produced a range of variables 
thought to influence teachers' failure to implement consultation 
interventions. This literature will be reviewed in the next section. 
Factors Influencing Intervention Implementation 
The literature has produced a range of variables thought to 
contribute to the failure of teachers to implement a classroom inter­
vention. The fragmented nature of the proposed variables can be 
partly attributed to the complexity of the naturalistic setting and 
the interaction among numerous elements in the educational setting. 
Both Abidin (1972) and Reppucci and Saunders (1974) have suggested, 
that the school psychologist must be aware and sensitive to numerous 
elements that may potentially influence a teacher's willingness to 
use on intervention in the classroom setting. Witt and Elliott 
(1985) enumerate the elements in the regular education environment 
that may contribute to the use, implementation integrity and ultimate 
effectiveness of classroom interventions. These elements include: 
the teacher, the referred student, other classmates, parents, and 
various sociopolitical and pragmatic concerns. 
The literature focusing on variables thought to influence teachers' 
failure to implement an intervention includes programmatic research 
efforts as well as more fragmented speculation. Research in the area 
of intervention acceptability and the relationship between acceptability 
and use will be presented and reviewed first followed by a review 
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of other variables hypothesized to influence teachers' use of classroom 
interventions. 
Acceptability of interventions 
The social validation concepts of Wolf (1978) provide a rationale 
for intervention acceptability research. Wolf suggested that subjective 
judgments of the acceptability of an intervention may be related 
to the intervention being adopted, supported by others, and ultimately 
effective. More broadly. Wolf defined the social validation process 
for psychological services in terras of judgments from society in three 
areas: the goal of treatment, the intervention or treatment used, 
and the social importance of goal attainment. Under this framework, 
treatment acceptability is a quality of interventions apart from 
intervention effectiveness. 
Numerous authors in the field refer to consumer satisfaction 
with treatments as social validity or acceptability (Bornstein & 
Rychtarik, 1983; Kazdin, 1977, 1980; Kiesler, 1983; McMahon & Forehand, 
1983; Witt & Elliott, 1985; Wolf, 1978). These authors support the 
general contention that judgments of intervention acceptability may 
potentially influence support for an intervention, use of the 
intervention, and the ultimate effectiveness of the intervention. 
Intervention acceptability has been the subject of strong programmatic 
research efforts and a topic which has generated a body of recent 
literature. This literature will be presented next by reviewing as­
sessment of acceptability and acceptability research in clinical and 
educational settings. 
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Acceptability of treatment interventions in clinical settings 
Operationalizing acceptability in the clinical setting Kazdin 
(1977) defined social validation as the subjective judgment of the social 
acceptability of interventions. He delineated areas to be addressed 
in judgments of acceptability: whether the treatment is fair, 
reasonable or intrusive; whether the treatment is appropriate for the 
problem; and whether the treatment is consistent with what treatment 
should be (Kazdin, 1980). Generally, the areas delineated by Kazdin 
(1980) to establish acceptability of an intervention correspond with 
those discussed by Wolf (1978) for social validation of psychological 
services. 
Kazdin and associates (Kazdin, 1980, 1981; Kazdin, French, & 
Sherick, 1981) initiated objective measurement in the area of treatment 
acceptability research focusing on the acceptability of treatments 
for children that were to be used in clinical settings. Kazdin 
(1980) utilized a case description methodology with university under­
graduates to demonstrate that various treatments could be distinguished 
in terms of overall acceptability. The general experimental paradigm 
initiated by Kazdin (1980) has been followed closely by his associates 
and others examining intervention acceptability using an analog for­
mat. First, subjects listened to a case description of a child with 
problem behavior. Then subjects were presented with four treatment 
descriptions and asked to judge each treatment in terms of acceptability. 
Kazdin operationalized acceptability by using the Treatment Evaluation 
Inventory (TBI) (Kazdin, 1980) and scales of the Semantic Differential 
(SD) (Osgood et al., 1957) as measures. The results revealed that 
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the four treatments were considered significantly different on the 
basis of acceptability. Moreover, the evaluative component of the 
SD and the TEI acceptability ratings consistently placed the inter­
ventions in the same order. While the experimental methodology was 
sound in terms of control of variables, the analog nature of the 
research presents serious limitations to the generality of the 
findings. Kazdin (1980) enumerates the limitations of the study with 
most limitations concerning the restricted representation of children, 
behavior problems, and treatment descriptions. In addition, the 
judgments of the subjects in this analog study may not be representa­
tive of actual service delivery consumers. Despite the limitations, 
Kazdin (1980) pioneered an experimental paradigm useful for investigating 
intervention acceptability and a method of operationalizing and measuring 
the construct of acceptability with the TEI. 
Research in the clinical setting Using this case 
description methodology, Kazdin and his associates (Kazdin, 1980, 
1981; Kazdin, French, & Sherick, 1981) have demonstrated that ac­
ceptability judgments of treatment interventions designed for use in 
clinical settings are influenced by variables such as severity of the 
problem behavior and the presence of negative side effects but not 
significantly influenced by treatment effectiveness. Kazdin, French, 
and Sherick (1981) utilized the case description methodology with 
children, parents, and staff who were consumers of treatment inter­
ventions in a children's psychiatric hospital setting. The results 
revealed differential acceptability ratings of the four treatments 
for seriously disturbed children by all subject populations with 
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children rating all treatments less acceptable than staff or parents. 
For parents, staff, and children, the order of the acceptability 
ratings across treatment interventions was identical. Thus, consumers 
of psychological services in a clinical setting distinguish among 
treatments on the basis of acceptability judgments. 
Acceptability of school-based interventions 
Operationalizing acceptability in the educational setting 
Witt and Martens (1983) devised an instrument to assess the acceptability 
of interventions in the educational setting. The Intervention Rating 
Profile (IRP) is a scale developed specifically to assess teachers' 
perceptions of the acceptability of classroom interventions. The IRP 
was designed specifically for use with teachers in an educational 
setting in contrast to the TBI which is a more global measure for 
assessing the acceptability judgments of a variety of individuals 
for interventions used in a range of applied settings. The original 
IRP was a 20-item, five-factor instrument which has been refined 
in order to simplify the factor structure. The alternative version, 
referred to as the IRP-15, contains 15 items with factor loadings 
ranging from .82 to .95 on a single factor which appears to reflect 
a general acceptability dimension (Witt & Elliott, 1985). Each item 
is ranked on a six-point Likert-type scale ranging from "strongly 
disagree" to "strongly agree." Witt and his associates have maintained 
a strong programmatic research effort utilizing the IRP and the IRP-15 
to assess the acceptability of classroom interventions. This research 
has utilized Kazdin's (1980) case description methodology in analog 
studies. Research on the acceptability of classroom interventions has 
33 
focused primarily on examining which factors influence teacher judgments 
of intervention acceptability. The major results of this analog 
research follow. 
Research on acceptability of classroom interventions Witt 
and Martens (1983) found that teacher judgments of intervention ac­
ceptability were based on several considerations. These investigators 
used preservice teachers and student teachers from a university setting 
as subjects and utilized the case description methodology. They 
examined the factor structure of the IRP from ratings obtained while 
varying three independent variables; amount of time required to 
implement the intervention (three levels); severity of behavior prob­
lem (three levels); and type of intervention (two categories). One 
primary factor reflecting overall appropriateness and benefit to the 
child was obtained and accounted for 42% of the variance. In addition, 
four secondary factors were revealed each accounting for 7% to 9% 
of the variance. These factors were: risk to the target child; amount 
of teacher time used by the intervention; effects of the intervention 
on other students; and teacher skill needed to use the intervention. 
Witt, Elliott, and Martens (1984) replicated the Witt and Martens 
(1983) investigation focusing on the effect of the same three independent 
variables on teacher judgments of intervention acceptability. Again, 
the subjects were preservice and student teachers. The results 
indicated that interventions requiring less teacher time were more 
acceptable, positive interventions were more acceptable than negative 
interventions, and severity of the behavior did not significantly 
influence acceptability ratings. 
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Limitation imposed by the subject sample of preservice and 
student teachers were addressed by Witt, Martens, and Elliott (1984) 
who examined the effects of the same variables using experienced 
teachers of kindergarten through grade 12 as subjects. Utilizing 
the same case description methodology, each teacher read one of eighteen 
cases and rated the intervention with the IRP. The results indicated 
that the time .required to implement a classroom intervention signifi­
cantly influenced intervention acceptability judgments. The type 
of intervention received differential acceptability ratings de­
pending upon the time demands. Positive interventions were more 
acceptable at the low level of time, negative interventions were 
more acceptable at the medium level of time, and both types of inter­
ventions were similarly acceptable at the high level of time. These 
results suggest that student and preservice teachers do not neces­
sarily make judgments similar to experienced teachers when considering 
the acceptability of classroom interventions. In addition, while 
supporting time as a significant factor influencing intervention 
acceptability judgments, this study demonstrated that for practicing 
teachers, consideration of the severity of problem behavior and the 
type of intervention also enter into the time variable in judgments 
of acceptability. 
Lawler (1985) examined more closely the inconsistent influence 
the variables of time, problem severity and intervention type 
demonstrated on acceptability ratings. She investigated the effects 
of two variables, problem severity and time required for intervention 
implementation, on ratings of acceptability by certified teachers with 
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classroom experience. More specifically, Lawler addressed the influence 
of time on acceptability judgments, the influence of problem severity 
on acceptability, the interaction effects of time and severity on 
acceptability, as well as the effect of type of classroom teacher, 
regular or special education, on acceptability ratings. The case 
description analog methodology was utilized with each of 61 subjects 
reading one behavior problem description, two intervention descriptions, 
and completing two IRPs. Lawler noted that only the behavior problem 
severity variable had a significant effect on acceptability judgments. 
Interventions for moderate behavior problems received higher ac­
ceptability ratings than interventions for severe behavior problems 
regardless of the amount of time required to implement the intervention. 
Lawler concluded that these data on the effect of problem severity 
on acceptability judgments were not consistent with previous research 
which had indicated that interventions were judged more acceptable 
as problem severity increased (Kazdin, 1980). She suggested that 
this finding may reflect teachers' belief that a more restrictive 
educational setting should be utilized with severe problems rather 
than any intervention in the regular classroom setting. Thus, class­
room interventions for severe problems received lower acceptability 
ratings. Another explanation suggested by Lawler was that the level 
of problem severity for behavior problems presented in this study 
were not perceived in the same direction as in the original study. 
Further, Lawler concluded that the lack of effect for the time 
variable, which is inconsistent with previous research, is likely 
due to using only two levels of time both of which were less than 
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the two hours per day found to be significant in other studies. 
Witt, Moe, Gutkin, and Andrews (1984) investigated the influence 
of technical language, or jargon, on acceptability judgments of class­
room interventions using the case description analog methodology. 
They used three types of language (pragmatic, humanistic, and be­
havioral) to describe the same intervention and found differential 
acceptability .ratings. The pragmatic intervention description was 
significantly more acceptable than either the behavioral or humanistic 
descriptions. They also manipulated problem severity and found that 
all interventions were judged more acceptable when applied to a 
severe case. Further, in examining level of teacher experience, 
more experienced teachers tended to rate interventions as less 
acceptable than teachers with less experience. Since previous re­
search (Witt, Martens, & Elliott, 1984) also corroborates these data 
regarding experience level, the external validity of prior acceptability 
research utilizing preservice teachers is questionable. 
In summary, teacher judgments of intervention acceptability 
using the IRP or IRP-15 appear to be influenced by a number of 
factors including: time required to implement the intervention, 
behavior problem severity, type of intervention and language used to 
describe the intervention, and years of teaching experience. However, 
the direction of influence these factors demonstrate on acceptability 
judgments and their interactions are not precisely understood. 
The classroom intervention acceptability research in the educa­
tional setting has utilized Kazdin's (1980) case description methodology 
in an analog design. While much of the intervention acceptability 
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research has included assessment of whether teachers would use an 
intervention, actual use of interventions proposed during consultation 
between the school psychologist and classroom teacher has not been 
directly examined. Thus, the intervention acceptability research in 
the literature has adopted Wolf's (1978) notion that interventions 
which are considered acceptable may have a higher probability of being 
implemented and ultimately successful. 
Relationship between acceptability and use of interventions 
Witt and Elliott (1985) have proposed a working model to conceptualize 
major factors influencing acceptability judgments of classroom inter­
ventions. This model provides a framework for understanding consultée 
use of interventions in terms of four elements which are: acceptability, 
use, integrity, and effectiveness. 
The relationship between acceptability, use, integrity, and ef­
fectiveness is hypothesized to be sequential but reciprocal (see 
Figure 1). The reader is referred to the presentation and discussion 
of Witt and Elliott's model in the Introduction for definitions of 
the four elements and an elaboration of their relationships. 
Within Witt and Elliott's (1985) model, a sequential relationship 
has been hypothesized between intervention acceptability and use of 
the intervention. However, as Witt and Elliott summarize, there is a 
glaring need to empirically examine the hypothesized sequential rela­
tionship between teachers' judgments of intervention acceptability and 
their actual use of interventions in the classroom setting. Before 
continuing programmatic analog research studying the factors that 
influence acceptability judgments or cataloging the acceptability of 
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various interventions for specific problems as suggested by Witt 
and Elliott, the relationship between intervention acceptability 
and actual use of the interventions needs to be empirically 
demonstrated. 
Other variables influencing intervention use 
In addition to acceptability judgments, a number of variables 
have been identified in the literature as contributing to the failure 
of classroom teachers to implement intervention programs. These 
factors are neither mutually exclusive nor exhaustive, and most have 
not been empirically demonstrated in the literature. As Medway (1982) 
concluded in his most recent review of consultation research, systematic 
evaluation of group, organizational, and social system variables on 
the consultation process are sorely needed. For the purpose of this 
review, the range of variables hypothesized to influence teachers' 
failure to implement classroom interventions will be structured by 
first reviewing individual or classroom level variables and then 
organizational or social system level factors. 
Teacher or classroom level factors Numerous authors have at­
tempted to analyze classroom teachers' failure to implement intervention 
programs at a classroom teacher or building level. Recurrent themes 
can be identified from numerous analyses of building level factors 
influencing teachers' resistance to implement interventions. 
A prominent theme is excessive time demands in an absolute 
sense or relative to the problem severity. Using a clinical case 
study approach, Abidin (1975) endorsed time demands as a negative 
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internal event or perception that may explain teachers' resistance 
or lack of adherence to an intervention program. The issue of time 
demands for data recording received further attention by Knapp and 
Salend (1984) as a variable contributing to teacher noncompliance 
particularly prevalent among regular education classroom teachers. 
Further, Happe (1982) found that nearly all the reasons psychologists 
were given by teachers for failure to Implement a plan could be 
interpreted as perceived excessive time and effort demands. 
Piersel and Gutkin (1983) conceptualize teacher resistance to 
consultation services within a cognitive-behavioral framework at 
both the building and system levels. At the building level, Piersel 
and Gutkin also identify time and energy demands of a behavioral 
intervention as a punishing contingency that leads to resistance to 
the consultation process. They suggested that since teachers are 
typically overwhelmed with work and receive only minimal social and 
monetary recognition, the best intervention for a problem child from 
the teacher's perspective is the one that requires the least effort 
and involvement. In addition, Piersel and Gutkin noted that consulta­
tion contacts that occur during teacher break times, as they are bound 
to, may be experienced as aversive. 
A second prominent theme leading to teacher resistance is that 
teachers frequently do not see themselves as primarily responsible as 
agents of behavioral change in the classroom setting. Instead, they 
may expect that a solution to the problem will be achieved outside the 
regular classroom setting either by the school psychologist or in a 
special education classroom. Grieger (1972) and Knapp and Salend 
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(1984) both focus on the teacher's role as change agent and identify 
lack of responsibility for behavior change as a variable influencing 
teacher noncompliance with intervention implementation. 
Further, Piersel and Gutkin (1983) identify incongruence between 
consultant's and teacher's expectations as a punishing experience 
for both parties and a factor that significantly affects teacher 
participation.' Specifically, these authors cite the conflict between 
expectations when a teacher wants a problem child removed to a special 
education class while the consultant expects to develop strategies 
to maintain the child in the regular education environment. Similarly, 
conflicting expectations would arise if the teacher expects the 
psychologist to intervene with the problem child when the psychologist 
is acting under an indirect service delivery model. 
Lambert (1976) provided empirical support for the notion that 
teachers frequently do not see themselves as primarily responsible 
as agents of behavioral change in the classroom setting. Lambert 
analyzed teacher-suggested solutions to 246 students nominated as 
•problem children and categorized the solutions as intrinsic to the 
classroom or extrinsic to the classroom. Teachers perceived extrinsic 
solutions to pupil problems (solutions carried out outside the 
classroom) to be as appropriate as intrinsic solutions (those carried 
out in the classroom). Lambert noted that the consultant's goal 
of eliminating a child's behavior problem so that the child can re­
main in the regular education program is an obvious contradiction to 
the teacher's hope that a solution outside the classroom can be found. 
Further, Lambert, Yandell, and Sandoval (1975) suggested that the 
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teacher expects the school psychologist to confirm the teacher's 
impression of the child's difficulty or that the child should be re­
ferred for possible special education placement rather than actual 
help in planning an intervention for the child's problem. 
A finding that appears initially, to conflict with these results 
was presented by Gutkin (1986). One hundred ninety-one teachers who 
received school-based consultation services from psychologists were 
surveyed regarding their perceptions of the consultation process and 
outcomes. Gutkin noted that responses to an item addressing active 
participation in developing treatment plans resulted in a ceiling 
effect reflecting teachers' strong and pervasive preference for 
active participation during consultation. This result, however, does 
not indicate whether consultées' active involvement would result in 
interventions that they would implement in the classroom or whether 
teachers' active Involvement would promote interventions to be 
implemented outside the classroom setting. In other words, teachers' 
preference for active involvement in developing an intervention may 
be unrelated to a preference for active involvement in implementing 
the intervention. 
Other themes prominent in analyses of building-level factors 
influencing teacher resistance to implement interventions include: 
lack of skill or understanding of implementation procedures (Abidin, 
1975; Happe, 1982; Knapp & Salend, 1984); the loss of secondary gain 
if the problem were resolved (Piersel & Gutkin, 1983) ; arousal of 
anxiety from participating in the consultation process (Piersel & 
Gutkin, 1983); and the pressure of accountability for yet another 
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activity (implementing the intervention) within the constraints of the 
regular classroom (Abidin, 1975; Piersel & Gutkin, 1983). 
Graden, Casey, and Bonstrom (1985) provided empirical support 
for many of the building level factors identified by Piersel and 
Gutkin (1983) as operating against consultation implementation. 
Graden, Casey, and Bonstrom examined factors influencing the dif­
ferential implementation of a consultation-based prereferral inter­
vention project on six schools within a single school district over 
three years. They found that many building level factors operated 
differently in schools successful at implementing the consultation 
project versus those unsuccessful at implementing the project. Those 
factors were; high demands on teacher-consultee in terms of time, 
energy, effort and anxiety. In addition, consultants were also 
faced with an increased workload. 
In addition to individual or classroom level variables, numerous 
authors have attempted to analyze classroom teachers' failure to 
implement intervention programs at a social system level and identify 
organizational or system level factors that inhibit intervention 
implemen tat ion. 
Organizational or social system factors Resistance to 
participate productively in behavioral consultation can result from 
contingencies operating at the system level as well as the individual 
or building level. Abidin (1972) has described a consultant's 
failure to take social system variables into account as a fatal mis­
take in the consultation process. In analyzing specific social system 
contingencies, Abidin was among the first in the consultation literature 
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to suggest that successful consultation demands the consultant be 
aware of the limitations placed on the consultée by values and 
behavioral contingencies of the social system in which he works. 
A review of the organizational or social system factors appearing 
in the literature follows. 
Piersel and Gutkin (1983) indicated that clear, long-term ad­
ministrative support at the district level is crucial to the suc­
cessful implementation of consultation as a service delivery model. 
Further, they suggested that system level administrators often pro­
vide verbal support for consultation activities but fail to provide 
support in terms of time and resources. Other authors have similarly 
suggested that the lack of administrative support (verbal and resource 
allocation) operates as a constraint to implementing school-based 
consultation services (Bergan & Tombari, 1976; Gallessich, 1973; 
Reppucci & Saunders, 1974). 
Piersel and Gutkin (1983) also noted that during school-based 
consultation, a referral problem may begin with a focus on the child 
but, within a more ecological view, be seen in terms of system-
level issues. As they suggested, there may be system level pressure 
to avoid any approach to psychological service delivery that creates 
pressure for district change. 
The current system of federal and state reimbursement for special 
education services is also identified by Piersel and Gutkin (1983) 
as a factor contributing to resistance to consultation. State and 
federal funding laws require a diagnostic focus. School districts 
receive reimbursement based on the number and severity of students 
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diagnosed as handicapped. Gutkin and Tieger (1979) discuss funding 
pressures to keep existing programs in place as a significant factor 
in the kinds of services provided to districts and as a barrier to 
consultation implementation. At a system or district level, Piersel 
and Gutkin suggested that funding pressures may work against the 
Implementation of consultation services which do not focus on 
diagnoses. 
Finally, Piersel and Gutkin (1983) identified an accountability 
problem as contributing to covert resistance at the district level 
to consultation services. Since consultation interventions are 
primarily preventative or undertaken prior to referral for special 
education evaluation, Piersel and Gutkin suggest that consulting 
psychologists may be in a difficult position to prove such services 
have been effective. Many of the beneficial efforts of consultation 
are not immediately or directly observable. Piersel and Gutkin sug­
gest that resistance at this level may be subtle and hypothesize that 
many central office administrators may not actively prevent implementa­
tion of consultation services but also do little to facilitate consulta­
tion activities. 
Graden, Casey, and Bonstrom (1985) provide empirical support 
for many of the system level factors identified by Piersel and Gutkin 
(1983) as operating against consultation implementation. Graden, 
Casey, and Bonstrom evaluated the Impact of Implementing a consultation-
based prereferral intervention model on referral rates, testing rates, 
and placement rates of six schools within a single school district 
over three years. Implementation of the prereferral intervention 
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project was differentially successful across schools. The investigators 
found that several system level factors operated as constraints 
against implementation. In schools with less successful implementation, 
verbal administrative support was coupled with inadequate allocation 
of resources in terms of time and personnel. In schools unsuccessful 
at implementation, these authors also noted less willingness to look 
at system level issues such as curriculum and instruction. In ad­
dition, a concern with identifying fewer handicapped students and the 
resulting impact on funding and teacher positions was evident in all 
schools. 
The importance of administrative support and the social system 
variable of willingness to look at school-wide issues corroborates 
results presented by Goldman and Cowan (1976) examining the use of 
school-based consultation. These investigators found that consultants 
were most effective and used most frequently in schools where they 
were also utilized actively by the principals. However, these 
authors did not attribute all of the differences between schools in 
consultation use to administrative support. They also found consistent 
between-school differences in teachers' general tendency to share in­
formation regarding school-related problems. 
Reppucci and Saunders (1974) earlier elaborated eight setting 
variables considered salient to the application of behavioral technology 
in the natural setting. The eight variables noted to operate against 
optimal implementation of behavioral interventions are: institutional 
constraints (lack of effective administrative support for the inter­
vention) ; external pressures (political and funding pressures); 
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problem of language (resistance to behavioral concepts and language); 
problem of indirect service delivery (relying on mediators as change 
agents); problem of limited resources (time and materials); problem 
of labeling (influence of value-laden terms); problem of perceived 
inflexibility (remaining flexible while insisting on treatment integrity); 
problem of compromise (accommodations made between behavior principles 
and the reality of the natural setting). These authors concluded that 
psychologists must understand and, if possible, control these social 
system variables as a prerequisite for the successful application of 
psychological principles in complex social organizations. 
Gallessich (1973) outlined a framework for analyzing organizational 
variables specific to the school setting that are similar to those 
articulated above. Reppucci (1977) also emphasized the necessity 
for social system information in his presentation of implementation 
issues crucial to successful behavioral intervention in the natural 
setting. 
In summary, a number of organizational or social system variables 
have received attention in the literature as operating against inter­
vention implementation. The lack of administrative support, both 
verbal and allocation of resources (time and materials) has been 
demonstrated to operate as a constraint in intervention implementa­
tion. Administrative support at both the district and building levels 
has been suggested as a critical variable. In addition, a system 
level pressure to avoid district or organizational change has been 
suggested and shown to operate against consultation implementation 
because of the potential to look into school or district wide issues 
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resulting from a more ecological service delivery perspective. 
Funding pressures to keep existing special education programs in 
place have also been suggested to work against the implementation 
of consultation services at a system level. 
Summary 
The literature has produced a range of variables demonstrated to 
or believed to contribute to the failure of classroom teachers to 
implement an intervention developed through school-based consultation. 
As in any natural setting, the educational environment is complex 
and includes numerous elements that may influence a teacher's willing­
ness to use a classroom intervention. When designing an intervention 
to be implemented in the regular education environment, the school 
psychologist must be cognizant and sensitive to the elements and their 
interactions (Abidin, 1972; Reppucci & Saunders, 1974; Witt & Elliott, 
1985). Each of these elements potentially contribute to the use, 
implementation integrity and ultimate effectiveness of classroom 
interventions. 
Numerous authors support the general contention that judgments 
of intervention acceptability may potentially influence support for 
an intervention, use of the intervention, and the ultimate effective­
ness of the intervention (Bornstein & Rychtarik, 1983; Kazdin, 1977, 
1980; Kiesler, 1983; McMahon & Forehand, 1983; Witt & Elliott, 1985; 
Wolf, 1978). Intervention acceptability has been the subject of 
strong programmatic research efforts. The recent literature suggests 
that teacher judgments of intervention acceptability appear to be 
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influenced by a number of factors including: time required to imple­
ment the intervention; behavior problem severity; type of intervention 
and language used to describe the intervention, and years of teaching 
experience. However, the direction of influence these factors 
demonstrate on acceptability judgments and their interactions are 
not precisely understood. Moreover, while much of the intervention 
acceptability .research has included assessment of whether teachers 
would use an intervention, teacher judgments of acceptability and 
their actual use of interventions proposed during consultation has 
not been directly examined. Witt and Elliott (1985) have hypothesized 
a sequential relationship between teachers' judgments of intervention 
acceptability and their actual use of interventions in the classroom 
setting. 
In addition to acceptability judgments, a number of variables 
have been identified in the literature as contributing to the failure 
of classroom teachers to implement intervention programs. Building 
level factors identified as influencing teachers' resistance to imple­
ment interventions include: time and effort demands considered ex­
cessive in an absolute sense or relative to problem severity; teachers 
not considering themselves as being primarily responsible as behavior 
change agents in the classroom setting; lack of skill or understanding 
of implementation procedures; loss of secondary gain of the problem 
were resolved; arousal of anxiety from participating in the consultation 
process; and the pressure of accountability for yet another activity 
within the constraints of the regular education program. 
Organizational or system level factors that inhibit intervention 
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implementation have also been identified. These organizational or 
social system variables include: lack of administrative support (both 
within building and district-wide) in terms of verbal support and al­
location of resources; a system level pressure to avoid activities 
that may promote district or organizational change (such as the more 
ecological approach of consultation); and funding pressures to continue 
identifying handicapped students rather than developing interventions 
within the regular classroom setting. 
Uniqueness of this Study 
The present investigation was unique in addressing the relationship 
between teacher judgments of intervention acceptability and their 
actual use of interventions in a field-based study. Moreover, this 
investigation also examined acceptability judgments and use of class­
room interventions within the context of building level and organiza­
tional variables which have been identified as factors influencing 
intervention implementation. 
Currently, research on the acceptability of classroom interventions 
and on the relationship between acceptability and use has been solely 
analog in nature and has assessed a general willingness to use an 
intervention rather than actual use. This investigation examined 
the acceptability judgments made by experienced classroom teachers of 
interventions which have actually been proposed and developed through 
consultation with certified school psychologists. This study also 
examined the relationship between intervention acceptability and 
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actual use of these classroom interventions. Further, the relationship 
between other organizational or system level variables and use of 
interventions was empirically examined to explore the relative impact 
of these variables on use. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this investigation was to determine which variables 
influence the probability that a classroom intervention developed 
through school-based consultation would be used. Witt and Elliott 
(1985) propose a working model that specifies a sequential relationship 
between acceptability and use of classroom interventions. Based on 
this framework, use of interventions is directly related to intervention 
acceptability judgments and is, to some degree, a consequence of inter­
vention acceptability. If a classroom intervention is considered 
acceptable, it is hypothesized that there is greater likelihood the 
intervention will be used. Currently, research on the acceptability 
of classroom interventions and on the relationship between use and 
intervention acceptability has been solely analog in nature and has 
assessed a teacher's willingness to use an intervention rather than 
assessing actual use. This study examined the relationship between 
judgments of intervention acceptability made by experienced classroom 
teachers and their actual use of the same classroom intervention. 
The judgments of intervention acceptability were made in reference 
to interventions which had actually been proposed and designed during 
school-based consultation with certified school psychologists providing 
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psychological services to school districts. 
Second, this study also examined the relationship between 
organizational or social system variables and use of classroom inter­
ventions. The relative impact of the following variables on teachers' 
actual use or implementation of classroom interventions was examined: 
range of educational options available within the school district; 
administrative support (building level); administrative support 
(district level); parent support; teacher time spent implementing and 
maintaining the intervention; and the degree the teacher accepts 
responsibility as a behavior change agent in the classroom. 
The following specific questions were addressed in this research: 
(1) To what degree is intervention acceptability (total score on 
the IRP-15) related to intervention use? 
(2) To what degree are each of the following variables related 
to intervention use: 
administrative support-building level, 
administrative support-district level, 
parent support, 
range of special education options in the district, 
time spent implementing and maintaining the intervention, and 
teacher's responsibility as change agent? 
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METHOD 
Subjects 
School psychologists 
Seventy-four school psychologists employed by 14 of the 15 area 
education agencies (AEAs) within Iowa were contacted by their super­
visors regarding the purpose of this investigation and volunteered 
to participate in this study. The school psychologists included in 
this study engaged in school-based consultation and self-selected 
to participate on this basis. These subjects provided school 
psychological services to both urban and rural school districts within 
the state and were certified by the Iowa Department of Education. 
Participation varied greatly between AEAs and ranged from 2% to 67% 
of the total population of school psychologists employed by an 
AEA. 
Each psychologist was requested to contribute information re­
garding two consultation cases for this investigation. However, only 
51 school psychologists, or 69%, actually contributed information 
regarding two different consultation cases for this study. These 
certified school psychologists served as consultants in providing 
school-based consultation services to school districts. 
Teachers 
Ninety-nine classroom teachers were identified by the participating 
school psychologists as teachers involved in a consultation case 
and also agreed to participate in this study. Each teacher was 
contacted directly by the investigator by mail and requested to 
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respond to questions about the consultation process and the proposed 
intervention. The teachers were employed in both urban and rural 
school districts throughout Iowa and were certified by the Iowa 
Department of Education. These classroom teachers served as 
consultées in the consultation process. 
Variables 
Independent variables 
The independent variable of primary interest was acceptability 
of the classroom intervention and consisted of the total score ob­
tained on the Intervention Rating Profile-15 (IRP-15) (Witt & Elliott, 
1985) which was completed by the classroom teacher. 
Independent variables focusing on organizational or social 
system factors were; teacher's level of responsibility as a change 
agent (rated by the classroom teacher); building-level administrative 
support (rated by the school psychologist and classroom teacher); 
district-level administrative support (rated by the school psycholo­
gist and classroom teacher); parent support (rated by the school 
psychologist and classroom teacher); theoretical orientation of the 
intervention (provided by the school psychologist); range of special 
education options available in the district (provided by the school 
psychologist); and time spent in implementation (provided by the 
school psychologist and classroom teacher). As part of a larger 
research effort, data addressing additional variables were collected 
but not included in this investigation. These variables were; 
54 
relative contribution of the teacher and the school psychologist to 
the design of the intervention (rated by the school psychologist and 
classroom teacher); time spent in consultation (provided by the school 
psychologist and classroom teacher); and problem severity (rated by 
the school psychologist and classroom teacher). 
Dependent variables 
The dependent variables each relate to actual use of classroom 
interventions and consisted of three measures of degree of use: 
classification of intervention use into used and not used categories 
(provided by the school psychologist); level or commitment obtained 
from the teacher-consultee to implement the intervention plan (rated 
by the school psychologist); and number of school days the intervention 
was actually implemented (provided by the school psychologist). 
Instruments 
Measure of intervention acceptability 
Intervention acceptability consisted of the total score obtained 
on the Intervention Rating Profile-15 (IRP-15) (Witt & Elliott, 1985) 
which is contained in Appendix A. The IRP-15 is a 15-item scale 
which specifically addresses teacher perceptions of acceptability of 
classroom interventions. The IRP-15 is a refined version of the 
original 20-item Intervention Rating Profile which consists of 
one primary and four secondary factors (Witt & Martens, 1983). 
The IRP-15 operationalizes intervention acceptability by asking 
teachers for judgments about the following considerations: general 
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appropriateness for the problem behavior; appropriateness for use in 
typical classrooms; presence of adverse effects on other children in 
the classroom; presence of undue risk to the child; and appropriate­
ness of the skills and resources needed to implement the intervention. 
IRP-15 consists of six-choice, Likert-type items ranging from strongly 
disagree to strongly agree with item content varied in terms of 
direction to avoid the development of a response set. For purposes 
of statistical analyses, items were rescored so that higher ratings 
reflected a positive evaluation of the intervention. 
The IRP-15 possesses a high degree of internal consistency 
reliability with a Cronbach's alpha = .98 demonstrated in a study by 
Witt and Martens (cited in Witt & Elliott, 1985). Factor loadings 
from the same study range from .82 to .95 on a single factor which 
reflects a general acceptability dimension. The IRP-15 has been 
shown to differentiate between interventions in terms of acceptability 
(Witt & Elliott, 1985). 
Assessment of social system variables 
Many of the variables addressed in this investigation assess 
the subjective perceptions of classroom teachers and school psycholo­
gists. Gutkin (1986) defended the assessment of consultées' subjective 
perceptions of the consultation process and promotes the use of 
attitudinal data as important when it bears a relationship to ob­
jective reality. The present study sought to determine the rela­
tionship between variables measured by subjective perception and 
the dependent variable, intervention use, which was based on ob-
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jactive data. 
Five-point Likert-type items were used to assess relative 
contribution of the classroom teacher and school psychologist to the 
design of the intervention, problem severity, building-level administra­
tive support, district-level administrative support, parent support, 
and teacher responsibility as a behavior change agent. The higher 
rating reflected a positive evaluation. Theoretical orientation of 
the intervention and range of special education options in the district 
were assessed with items requiring a categorical response. Time 
spent in consultation and time spent in implementation were continuous 
variable items. 
Design 
This study was an observational, field-based investigation of 
the relationship between teacher perceptions or judgments of inter­
vention acceptability and actual use of classroom interventions. The 
relationship between other intervention and organizational or social 
system variables and use of interventions was also examined. Data 
were obtained in the manner described below to insure variability 
within the dependent variable of intervention use. 
Procedure 
Statewide approval 
School psychologists Supervisors of school psychological 
services for each of the 15 Area Education Agencies (AEAs) within 
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Iowa were requested by the State Department of Education Consultant 
for Psychological Services to present the purpose of the investiga­
tion to their school psychology staff and encourage their participa­
tion. In addition, the Director of Special Education within each 
AEA also approved staff participation in the project on a voluntary 
basis. Fourteen of the 15 AEAs in the state approved staff participa­
tion in the study. 
Classroom teachers Permission for classroom teacher participa­
tion was requested from each of the 436 public school districts within 
the state of Iowa, Approval for classroom teacher participation 
came either from the Superintendent of the school district or the 
chairperson of a research committee for the school district. The 
effort to obtain approval for staff participation was accomplished 
through the Cooperating Schools Project at the University of Iowa 
which assists investigators throughout the state in coordinating and 
implementing educational research. 
A response was received from 382 school districts for an 88% 
response rate. Of those school districts responding, 89% approved 
staff participation. Thus, of the total population of school 
districts in Iowa, staff participation was approved in 78% of . 
the districts. 
Data collection procedures 
Each school psychologist received a packet containing a cover 
letter requesting their participation, two school psychologist surveys 
and a prepaid return envelope. The school psychologist cover letter 
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containing the survey instructions and the school psychologist survey 
are presented in Appendix B and Appendix C, respectively. 
Each school psychologist was instructed to complete two separate 
school psychologist surveys each of which required approximately 
5 minutes to complete. One survey was completed with reference to 
an intervention that was proposed during consultation with a class­
room teacher and used and another survey was completed regarding an 
intervention that was proposed during consultation with the classroom 
teacher but not implemented. The school psychologists were requested 
to respond by considering interventions that developed during 
consultation cases initiated within the current academic year which 
was the 1985-1986 academic year. School psychologists were requested 
to respond in reference only to current academic year consultation 
cases to avoid the problems inherent in retrospective accounts. Further­
more, the school psychologists were requested to be sure that two 
different classroom teachers were identified. On each survey, the 
school psychologist was asked to identify the particular intervention 
by indicating the initials of the child targeted for behavior change 
through the classroom intervention. By requesting responses in 
reference to an intervention that was proposed and used and an 
intervention that was proposed but not used, variability on the use 
dimension was assured. 
From the school psychologist surveys, classroom teachers who 
had served as consultées were identified. Each teacher employed by 
a participating school district received by mail a packet containing 
a cover letter requesting their participation in the study, a teacher 
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survey and a prepaid return envelope. The teacher cover letter 
containing the survey instructions and teacher survey are presented 
in Appendix D and Appendix E, respectively. 
The request to participate identified the school psychologist 
involved in the intervention and the initials of the child for whom 
the behavior change intervention had been designed. Each teacher 
survey required approximately 5 to 8 minutes to complete. 
Follow-up procedures 
Supervisors of Psychological Services within each AEA were 
requested to encourage staff participation by issuing reminders at 
two- and five-week intervals following the initial distribution of 
survey packets. Feedback was provided to supervisors throughout 
data collection to keep them informed regarding the level of staff 
participation in their AEA. The precise method of follow-up varied 
by AEA. Follow-up was accomplished by letter in some AEAs by phone 
contact in other AEAs and was not accomplished in some AEAs. 
Classroom teachers received reminder packets containing a letter, 
another teacher survey, and another prepaid envelope three weeks 
after the initial survey packet had been sent. If no response was 
obtained, an additional follow-up packet was sent after a two-week 
interval. Appendix F contains the teacher participant reminder 
letter Included with the second packet. The identical letter was 
included in the second follow-up packet sent 5 weeks after the initial 
mailing. 
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RESULTS 
Response Rates 
School psychologists 
Three hundred twenty-one school psychologists were employed by 
participating AEAs at the time this study was undertaken. A state­
wide total of 334 school psychologists were employed by all AEAs at 
the time the study was conducted. The return from 74 school psychologists 
establishes a response rate of 23% of the total school psychologist 
population. This response rate constitutes an absolute basal return 
percentage. Moreover, since school psychologists volunteered to 
participate and self-selected on the basis of their practice of 
school-based consultation, it was expected that the school psychologist 
sample would be a considerably smaller proportion of the total 
population of school psychologists in Iowa. Unfortunately, the 
precise number of school psychologists engaging in school-based 
consultation in Iowa is unknown. Therefore, it is not possible to 
accurately determine the response rate in this study. However, using 
data from a study conducted in Iowa by Happe (1982) , it is possible 
to estimate a response rate for the current investigation. 
Happe (1982) conducted a statewide survey of school psychologists 
in Iowa practicing school-based consultation. School psychologists 
were asked to respond to 18 items directed at their perceptions of a 
number of consultation variables but primarily focusing on methods 
used to obtain consultée cooperation and their relative success. 
He obtained a response rate of 41% from a total sample of 350 school 
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psychologists. Assuming a base rate of 41% as that proportion of the 
total school psychologist population in Iowa practicing school-based 
consultation, an estimated response rate of 56% was achieved in this 
investigation. The 74 participating school psychologists represented 
that sample of school psychologists engaging in school-based consulta­
tion with sufficient interest to participate in a research effort 
regarding the topic. 
Classroom teachers 
From the school psychologist surveys, 125 teachers were identified 
as consultées involved in implementing classroom interventions 
developed through school-based consultation. Fourteen teachers in 
this sample were employed by school districts choosing not to participate 
in this investigation. Of the remaining 111 identified classroom 
teachers, 99 teachers responded to the survey establishing a response 
rate of 89%. 
Data Analyses 
All data were analyzed using the Means, Correlation, Regression, 
Analysis of Variance, and General Linear Model procedures of the 
Statistical Analysis System (SAS) (Statistical Analysis System 
Institute, 1983). Fifty-one complete sets of school psychologist 
data and teacher data for both a used intervention and a not used 
intervention were obtained. This resulted in data pertaining to 102 
interventions developed through school-based consultation between 
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certified school psychologists and experienced classroom teachers. 
For cases in which a subject did not complete an item, that subject 
was not included in the analysis of that variable. Thus, the total 
N used in analysis of each variable was not equal across all variables. 
The units of observation for inferential purposes in this 
quasiexperimental study were the 51 independent sets of observations 
regarding two intervention cases matched by school psychologists. 
Thus, observations regarding 102 classroom interventions (51 sets 
matched in terms of the school psychologist as consultant in each 
case) were collected and analyzed in this investigation. 
Further, 23 additional used interventions were submitted 
as single cases and were not matched by school psychologist with a 
not-used intervention case. The sample of 51 used intervention cases 
submitted in conjunction with an unused case and the 23 used inter­
vention cases submitted as single cases were compared by computing 
two-sample independent _t tests for each independent and demographic 
variable in this Investigation. The ^  tests for comparison of mean 
differences between samples for each variable revealed only two 
significant differences. Using nondirectional ^  tests for independent 
samples with unequal sample size and equal variances, significant 
differences were found for school psychologist sex (22,50) = 3.09, 
p < .01) and class size (^ (13,45) = 3.21, p < .002). From these 
data, males more than females submitted an unmatched used inter­
vention case. In addition, a smaller class size was associated with 
submitting a single used intervention case. No other significant 
differences were noted between the two samples of used intervention 
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cases. The 23 single used interventions were excluded from all 
analyses reported in this investigation. 
Intercorrelations among each of the independent and dependent 
variables in this investigation are presented in Appendix H. The 
interpretation of these intercorrelations is complicated by a non-
independence issue. The teacher-perceived variables are independent 
observations by different teachers. In contrast, the school psychologist 
derived variables are not independent observations since each school 
psychologist responded regarding two intervention cases. 
Descriptive Statistics 
Subjects 
Table 1 presents descriptive statistics for the school psychologists 
and teachers contributing observations regarding an intervention case. 
The school psychologist sample engaging in school-based consultation 
and participating in this study was composed of 23 males and 28 fe­
males or 45% and 55%, respectively. Their average age was 36 years 
6 months. The classroom teacher sample was composed of 5 males and 77 
females for a 6% male and 94% female sample of classroom teachers 
engaging in school-based consultation and participating in this in­
vestigation. The average experience level of the classroom teacher 
sample was 12 years of teaching experience. In general, while the 
chances were fairly even that the school psychologists providing 
consultation would be female as opposed to male, there was an over­
whelming likelihood that the classroom teacher or consultée would be 
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics of subjects by group 
School 
psychologists 
(N = 51) 
Classroom 
teachers 
(N = 82) 
Variables X s.d. X s.d. 
Age 36-06 9-03 — — 
Years experience — — 12 9 
Sex N % N % 
Male 23 45 5 6 
Female 28 55 77 94 
female. Years of experience in an educational setting was not directly 
comparable between groups. However, given that school psychologists 
generally obtain certification after a few years of teaching or other 
employment experience followed by graduate training, the experience 
level of both consultant and consultée are not disparate. 
Theoretical orientation of interventions 
School psychologists were requested to classify the theoretical 
orientation of the intervention into one of three categories: 
behavioral (emphasizes learning more effective behaviors); humanistic 
(emphasizes understanding behavior and expressing feelings); and 
pragmatic (emphasizes natural or logical consequences). Table 2 
presents the theoretical orientation of the interventions by category 
of intervention use. 
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Table 2. Theoretical orientation of interventions by category of 
intervention use 
Theoretical orientation Used Not used Total 
Behavioral 47^ b 45 92 
92.16^ 88.24 90.20 
Humanistic 0 0 0 
0 0 0 
Pragmatic 4 6 10 
7.84 11.76 9.80 
Total 51 51 102 
100.0 100.0 100.0 
dumber of observations. 
^Percent. 
Ninety percent of the 102 classroom interventions designed in 
collaboration between a school psychologist and a teacher and reported 
in this study were categorized as behavioral interventions. Ten 
percent were categorized as pragmatic in orientation and no inter­
ventions were classified as humanistic in orientation. Thus, all 102 
interventions reported in this investigation either emphasized be­
havioral principles or natural or logical consequences to effect 
behavior change in the target student. 
Means and standard deviations of variables 
Means and standard deviations for the grade and class size of 
the student targeted for behavior change through the intervention and 
the independent and dependent variables in this investigation are 
presented in Table 3 by category of intervention use. Means and 
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Table 3. Means and standard deviations of target student descriptors, 
independent variables and dependent variables by category of 
intervention use 
Used Not used 
Variables X s.d. X s.d. 
Student grade 3.28 2.79 3.47 2.77 
Class size 20.24 6.04 19.94 8.20 
Acceptability IRP-15 75.98 9.93 66.12 13.23 
Time spent implementing: 
Psychologist's report 
Teacher report 
37.94 
51.40 
92.36 
108.64 
9.33 
44.72 
12.65 
90.55 
Teacher responsibility 4.39 0.74 3.97 1.03 
Administrative support-
building level 
Psychologist's perception 
Teacher's perception 
4.31 
4.21 
1.01 
0.91 
3.82 
3.94 
1.14 
0.60 
Administrative support-
district level 
Psychologist's perception 
Teacher's perception 
4.04 
3,81 
0.96 
1.22 
3.92 
3.81 
0.90 
1.09 
Parent support 
Psychologist's perception 
Teacher's perception 
3.94 
3.83 
1.05 
1.05 
3.00 
3.29 
1.10 
1.06 
Availability of special 
education options 2.55 1.19 2.71 1.24 
Number of school days used 56.49 43.84 5.84 . 8.94 
Teacher commitment 3.18 0.99 1.59 0.90 
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standard deviations for additional independent variables collected 
during this project but not directly applicable to the present in­
vestigation are presented in Appendix H. 
Relationship between Acceptability and Intervention Use 
Intervention acceptability consisted of the total score obtained 
on the Intervention Rating Profile-15 (IRP-15). The IRP-15 consists 
of fifteen, six-choice, Likert-type items. Because item content was 
varied in terms of direction to avoid a response set, items were re-
scored and summed to obtain the IRP-15 total score. The higher score 
reflected a positive evaluation of the intervention. 
The relationship between acceptability and use was analyzed 
using a General Linear Models (GLM) procedure. This procedure was 
appropriate given the unequal number of subjects completing the 
IRP-15 in the two treatment categories of used and not used 
interventions. Forty-seven classroom teachers completed the IRP-15 
for used interventions in contrast to 33 teachers completing the 
IRP-15 for interventions which were not used. The Type III estimate 
of sum of squares was used in this analysis to identify the variance 
contributed to any single variable regardless of the order in which 
variances are partitioned. In each GLM analysis, school psychologists 
functioned as a blocking variable with teachers nested within school 
psychologists. 
The IRP-15 score demonstrated a highly significant effect on 
the dichotomous classification of interventions as used or not used. 
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F (1,30) = 19.73, p < .0001 as displayed in Table 4. A comparison 
of the means indicates that classroom teachers considered interventions 
that were implemented more acceptable (x = 76) than those interventions 
that were not used (x = 66) based on IRP-15 scores. 
Significant differences were also obtained with respect to 
acceptability across different levels of teacher commitment to imple­
ment the classroom intervention, F (4,27) = 4.33, p < .008 as shown 
in Table 5. A comparison of the means is displayed in Table 6. The 
Tukey-Kramer Honestly Significant Difference (HSD) test, which is ap­
propriate for comparisons between means with unequal observations, 
was used to identify significant differences in pairwise comparisons of 
acceptability at the various levels of teacher commitment. The re­
sults indicated that teachers unwilling to give a commitment to imple­
ment an intervention (no commitment) considered the interventions 
significantly less acceptable based on IRP-15 scores than classroom 
teachers implementing the intervention in a modified form or imple­
menting the intervention with integrity to conclusion. No other compari­
sons between levels of commitment differed significantly from one 
another based on intervention acceptability. 
The IRP-15 score also demonstrated a significant relationship 
to the number of school days an intervention was used, F (1,30) = 4.04, 
p < .05, as shown in Table 7. In this GLM analysis, a simple regres­
sion model was specified in which school psychologists functioned as 
a blocking variable and length of use was the continuous predictor 
variable. The direction of the zero order correlation between these 
two variables reveals that as intervention acceptability increases. 
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Table 4. Differences in intervention acceptability by category of 
intervention use 
Source DF MS F p 
Intervention category 1 8.53 19.73 0.0001 
used-not used 
School psychologist 48 0.67 1.55 0.10 
(blocking variable) 
Error 30 0.43 
Total 79 
Table 5. Differences in intervention acceptability by level of 
teacher commitment 
Source DF MS F p 
Commitment 4 2.10 4.33 0.008 
School psychologist 48 0.67 1.38 0.19 
(blocking variable) 
Error 27 0.49 
Total 79 
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Table 6. IRP-15 means by level of commitment 
Commitment 
level N 
X 
IRP-15 
total score 
No commitment 3 53.40 
Verbal commitment 15 71.10 
Used intervention 
1 or more days 21 68.40 
Intervention implemented 
but modified 19 73.95 
Intervention implemented with 
integrity to conclusion 22 76.65 
^IRP-15 scores can range from 15 to 90. 
Table 7. Relationship between acceptability and length of interven­
tion use 
Source DF MS F p 
Length of use 1 2.55. 4.04 0.05 
School psychologist 48 0.59 0.94 0.58 
Error 30 0.63 
Total 79 
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the number of school days an intervention was used also generally 
increased. 
Relationship between Social System Variables 
and Intervention Use 
The relationship between social system variables and intervention 
use was analyzed for each variable by each dependent measure. 
Teacher time implementing intervention 
The comparison between school psychologist perception of time 
spent daily by the teacher in implementing and maintaining the inter­
vention and intervention use was analyzed using a randomized blocks 
analysis of variance in which school psychologists were the blocking 
variable and category of intervention use was the classification 
variable. The effect of the school psychologist's perception of time 
spent daily by the teacher on the remaining dependent variables, 
teacher commitment and length of intervention use, was analyzed 
using a GLM procedure which was appropriate given unequal observations 
at each level of the variables. Likewise, the analyses regarding 
teacher perceptions were completed using GLM procedures. In each 
analysis, school psychologists functioned as a blocking variable. 
Time spent daily by the classroom teacher in implementing and 
maintaining the intervention as perceived by the school psychologist 
was significantly different for used and not used interventions, 
F (1,50) = 5.05, p < .03 and is presented in Table 8. A comparison 
of the means reveals that teachers spent approximately 30 minutes 
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Table 8. Differences in school psychologist perception of teacher 
time spent implementing the intervention by category of 
intervention use 
Source SS DF MS F P 
Intervention category 
used-not used 
20869.42 1 20869.42 5.05 0.03 
School psychologist 227678.08 50 4553.56 1.10 0.37 
Error 206822.08 50 4136.44 
Total 101 
less per day implementing and maintaining interventions that were 
classified as not used (x = 9) than interventions classified as 
used (x = 38). 
No significant differences were demonstrated between school 
psychologist perception of teacher time spent implementing the inter­
vention and level of teacher commitment, F (4,47) = 2.21, p < .08 
nor was school psychologist perception of teacher time related to 
length of intervention use, F (1,50) = 2.00, pi < .16 as shown in 
Tables 9 and 10. 
No significant differences were demonstrated between teacher 
perception of time spent daily implementing and maintaining the 
classroom intervention and any of the dependent measures of inter­
vention use. GLM analyses were conducted due to unequal observations 
at each level of the various dependent variables. Teacher perception 
of time spent daily was not significantly related to: category of 
intervention use, F (1,32) = 0.01, p < .91; level of teacher commitment. 
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Table 9. Differences in school psychologist perception of teacher 
time spent implementing the intervention by level of 
teacher commitment 
Source DF MS F P 
Commitment 4 9024.34 2.21 0.08 
School psychologist 50 4738.43 1.16 0.30 
Error 47 4076.47 
Total 101 
Table 10. Relationship between school psychologist perception of 
teacher time spent implementing the intervention and 
length of intervention use 
Source DF MS F P 
Length of use 1 8773.88 2.00 0.16 
School psychologist 50 4680.35 1.07 0.41 
Error 50 4378.35 
Total 101 
74 
F (4,29) = 1.76, p < .16; or number of school days the intervention 
was used, F (1,32) = 0.30, p < .59. These analyses are shown in 
Tables 11, 12 and 13, respectively. 
Building-level administrative support 
Differences in school psychologist perception of building-
level administrative support at the two categories of intervention 
use were analyzed using a randomized blocks analysis of variance in 
which school psychologists were the blocking variable and category 
of intervention use was the dichotomous classification variable. 
Significant differences were obtained with respect to building-level 
administrative support rated by the school psychologist and the 
category of intervention use, F (1,50) = 7.59, p < .01 as presented 
in Table 14. A comparison of the means reveals that school psychologists 
perceived a greater degree of building-level administrative support 
for interventions which were used by classroom teachers (x = 4.31) 
than interventions which were not used (x = 3.82). No significant 
differences were demonstrated in school psychologist rating of 
building-level administrative support at the various levels of 
teacher commitment, F (4,47) = 2.38, p < .06 as shown in Table 15. 
A GLM procedure was used for this analysis because of unequal ob­
servations at the various levels of teacher commitment. While mean 
differences between levels of commitment only approached significance, 
an inspection of the means, presented in Table 16, reflects results 
in the expected direction. School psychologists perceived less 
building-level administrative support for intervention cases in which 
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Table 11. Differences in teacher perception of time spent imple­
menting the intervention by category of intervention 
use 
Source DF MS F p 
Intervention category 1 131.05 0.01 0.91 
used-not used 
School psychologist 47 10225.48 1.00 0.50 
Error 32 10176.33 
Total 80 
Table 12. Differences in teacher perception of time spent imple­
menting the intervention by level of teacher commitment 
Source DF MS P 
Commitment 
School psychologist 
Error 
4 
47 
29 
15893.50 
9824.64 
9041.36 
1.76 
1.09 
0 .16  
0.41 
Total 80 
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Table 13. Relationship between teacher perception of time.spent im­
plementing the intervention and length of intervention use 
Source DF MS F P 
Length of use 1 2991. ,32 0.30 0.59 
School psychologist 47 10149. ,98 1.01 0.50 
Error 32 10086. ,94 
Total 80 
Table 14. Differences in school psychologist perception of building-
level administrative support by category of intervention use 
Source SS DF MS F P 
Intervention category 
used-not used 
6.13 1 6.18 7.59 0.01 
School psychologist 76.02 50 1.52 1.88 0.01 
Error 40.37 50 0.81 
Total 122.52 101 
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Table 15. Differences in school psychologist, perception of building-
level administrative support by level of teacher commit­
ment 
Source DF MS F p 
Commitment 4 1.96 2.38 0.06 
School psychologist 50 1.62 1.97 0.01 
Error 47 0.82 
Total 101 
Table 16. Mean building-level administrative support perceived by 
school psychologist at each level of teacher commitment 
X 
Commitment level N rating 
No commitment 6 3.67 
Verbal commitment 22 4.05 
Used intervention 
1 or more days 26 4.00 
Intervention implemented 
but modified 23 4.00 
Intervention implemented 
with integrity to conclusion 25 4.32 
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classroom teachers were unwilling to give a commitment to implement 
an intervention than classroom teachers indicating some degree of 
commitment. 
School psychologist perception of administrative support for 
interventions at the building level also demonstrated a highly signifi­
cant relationship to the number of school days an intervention was 
used, F (1,50) =• 7.98, p < .01, as shown in Table 17. In this GLM 
analysis, a simple regression model was specified in which school 
psychologists was the blocking variable and length of intervention 
use was the continuous predictor variable. The direction of the 
zero-order correlation between the two variables reveals that as 
building-level administrative support as perceived by the school 
psychologist increased, the number of days an intervention was used 
also generally increased. 
No significant effects were demonstrated for teacher perception 
of building-level administrative support and any of the dependent 
variables. GLM analyses were conducted due to unequal observations 
at each level of the dependent measures. A simple regression model 
was specified for the GLM analysis of length of intervention use. 
School psychologists functioned as a blocking variable in each analysis. 
Significant differences between means were not demonstrated in teacher 
perception of building-level administrative support for category of 
intervention use, F (1,31) = 2.15, p < .15 or level of teacher commit­
ment, F (4,28) = 2.62, p < .06 as shown in Tables 18 and 19, 
respectively. No significant relationship was demonstrated between 
teacher-perceived building-level administrative support and the 
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Table 17. Relationship between school psychologist perception of 
building-level administrative support and length of 
intervention use 
Source OF MS F P 
Length of use 1 6.40 7.98 0.01 
School psychologist 50 1.54 1.93 0.01 
Error 50 0.80 
Total 101 
Table 18. Differences in teacher perception of building-level ad­
ministrative support by category of intervention use 
Source DF MS F P 
Intervention category 
used-not used 
1 1.27 2.15 0.15 
School psychologist 48 0.66 1.12 0.38 
Error 31 0.59 
Total 80 
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Table 19. Differences in teacher perception of building-level ad­
ministrative support by level of teacher commitment 
Source DF MS F p 
Commitment 4 1.33 2.62 0.06 
School psychologist 48 0.70 1.38 0.18 
Error 28 0.51 
Total 80 
number of school days an intervention was used, F (1,31), p < .42 
as displayed in Table 20. 
Table 20. Relationship between teacher perception of building-level 
administrative support and length of intervention use 
Source DF MS F p 
Length of use 1 0.41 0.67 0.42 
School psychologist 48 0.61 0.99 0.52 
Error 31 0.62 
Total 80 
District-level administrative support 
Differences in intervention use with respect to school psychologist 
perception of district-level administrative support were analyzed 
using a randomized blocks analysis of variance in which school 
psychologists were the blocking variable and category of intervention 
81 
use was the classification variable. Differences between means 
in school psychologist perception of district-level administrative 
support at the various levels of teacher commitment and the relation­
ship between district level administrative support rated by the 
school psychologist and length of intervention use were analyzed 
using GLM procedures which were appropriate given unequal observa­
tions at each,level of the variables. Likewise, the analyses re­
garding teacher perceptions were completed using GLM procedures. 
In each analysis, school psychologists functioned as a blocking 
variable. The GLM analyses for the length of intervention use measure 
were accomplished by specifying a simple regression model. 
District-level administrative support was not significantly 
related to any of the dependent measures of intervention use whether 
rated by the school psychologist or classroom teacher. 
Mean differences in school psychologist perception of administra­
tive support at the district level were not significant with respect 
to category of intervention use, F (1,49) = 1.09, p < .30 or level 
of teacher commitment, F (4,46) = 0.52, p < .72 as shown in Tables 
21 and 22. The relationship between school psychologist perception 
of administrative support at the district level and length of inter­
vention use was also not significant, F (1,49) = 0.89, p < .35 as 
presented in Table 23. 
Mean differences in teacher perception of administrative support 
at the district level were not significant with respect to category 
of intervention use, F (1,28) = 0.09, p < .77 or level of teacher 
commitment, F (4,25) = 1.88, p < .15 as shown in Tables 24 and 25. 
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Table 21. Differences in school psychologist perception of 
district-level administrative support by category of 
intervention use 
Source SS DF MS F p 
Intervention category 0.36 1 0.36 1.09 0.30 
used-not used 
School psychologist 69.46 50 1.39 4.22 0.0001 
Error 16.14 49 0.33 
Total 85.96 100 
Table 22. Differences in school psychologist, perception of district-
level administrative support by level of teacher commit­
ment 
Source DF MS F p 
Commitment 4 0.18 0.52 0.72 
School psychologist 50 1.38 4.02 0.0001 
Error 46 0.34 
Total 100 
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Table 23. Relationship between school psychologist perception of 
district-level administrative support and length of 
intervention use 
Source DF MS F P 
Length of use 1 0.29 0.89 0.35 
School psychologist 50 1.39 4.21 0.0001 
Error 49 0.33 
Total 100 
Table 24. Differences in teacher perception of district-level ad­
ministrative support by category of intervention use 
Source DF MS F P 
Intervention category 
used-not used 
1 0.15 0.09 0.77 
School psychologist 45 1.13 0.66 0.90 
Error 28 1.73 
Total 74 
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Table 25. Differences in teacher perception of district-level ad­
ministrative support by level of teacher commitment 
Source DF MS F p 
Commitment 4 2.80 1.88 0.15 
School psychologist 45 1.23 0.82 0.72 
Error 25 1.49 
Total 74 
The relationship between teacher perception of district-level administra­
tive support and length of intervention use was also not significant, 
F (1,28) = 0.03, p < .86 as shown in Table 26. 
Table 26. Relationship between teacher perception of.district-level 
administrative support and length of intervention use 
Source DF MS F p 
Length of use 1 0.05 0.03 0.86 
School psychologist 45 1.12 0.65 0.90 
Error 28 1.73 
Total 74 
Parent support 
The comparison between school psychologist perception of parent 
support for the categories of intervention use was analyzed using a 
randomized blocks analysis of variance in which school psychologists 
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were the blocking variable and category of intervention use was the 
classification variable. Differences between means in school 
psychologist perception of parent support at the various levels of 
teacher commitment and the relationship between school psychologist 
perception of parent support and length of intervention use were 
analyzed using GLM procedures which were appropriate given unequal 
observations. . Likewise, the analyses regarding teacher perceptions 
were completed using GLM procedures. In each analysis, school 
psychologists functioned as a blocking variable. The GLM 
analyses for the length of intervention use were accomplished by 
specifying a simple regression model. 
A highly significant difference was obtained for parent support 
rated by the school psychologist with respect to the dichotomous 
classification of interventions as used or not used, F (1,50) = 24.33, 
p < .0001 as displayed in Table 27. A comparison of the means re­
veals that greater parent support was perceived by school psychologists 
for interventions which were used (x = 3.94) than interventions which 
were not used (x = 3.00) by classroom teachers. 
Highly significant differences in school psychologist percep­
tion of parent support were also obtained among the various levels 
of teacher commitment, F (4,47) = 5.13, p < .002. This GLM analysis 
is presented in Table 28. A comparison of the means is presented in 
Table 29. 
The Tukey-Kramer HSD test was utilized to determine significant 
differences in pairwise comparisons of parent support at the various 
levels of teacher commitment. While there was no significant 
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Table 27. Differences in school psychologist perception of parent 
support by category of intervention use 
Source SS DF MS F p 
Intervention category 22.59 1 22.59 24.33 0.0001 
used-not used 
School psychologist 68.41 50 1.37 1.47 0.09 
Error 46.41 50 0.93 
Total 137.41 101 
Table 28. Differences in school psychologist perception of parent 
support by level of teacher commitment 
Source DF MS F p 
Teacher commitment 4 5.24 5.13 0.002 
School psychologist 50 1.15 1.13 0.34 
Error 47 1.02 
Total 101 
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Table 29. Mean level of parent 
gist at each level of 
support 
teacher 
rated by the school psycholo-
commitment 
Commitment 
level N parent 
X 
support rating 
No commitment 6 2.17 
Verbal commitment 22 2.73 
Used intervention 1 
or more days 26 3.69 
Intervention implemented 
but modified 23 3.70 
Intervention implemented 
with integrity to conclusion 25 4.00 
difference between parent support at the no commitment and verbal 
commitment levels, the differences between parent support at these 
two levels and each of the remaining levels were significant at the 
p < .05 level. There were no significant differences between compari­
sons of the various degree of implementation levels (implemented 
one day or more, implemented but modified, implemented to conclusion). 
These results provide evidence that a significantly lower level of 
parent support was perceived by the school psychologist for inter­
vention cases receiving only verbal or no commitment from the teacher 
than for interventions implemented (in whatever form) for one or 
more days. 
The relationship between parent support rated by the school 
psychologist and length of intervention use was also highly signifi­
cant, F (1,50) = 11.92, p < .001. This GLM analysis is displayed 
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in Table 30 and offers evidence that the school psychologist's percep­
tion of degree of parent support toward a classroom intervention is 
highly associated with the length of intervention use. The direction 
of the zero-order correlation between these two variables reveals 
that as school psychologist-perceived parent support increased, 
the number of school days an intervention was used also increased. 
Parent support rated by the classroom teacher demonstrated a 
significant difference in the classification of interventions as 
used or not used, F (1,31) = 5.19, p < .03 as shown in Table 31. A 
comparison of the means provides evidence that teachers perceived a 
significantly higher level of parent support for interventions which 
were used (x = 3.83) as opposed to interventions which were not 
used (x = 3.29). 
Mean differences in parent support rated by the classroom teacher 
were not significant with respect to level of teacher commitment, 
F (4,28) = 1.58, p < .21 as presented in Table 32. The relationship 
between teacher perception of parent support and length of intervention 
use was also not significant, F (1,31) = 1.33, p < .26 as presented in 
Table 33. 
In summary, parent support rated by the school psychologist 
was significantly associated with differences in intervention use for 
all three dependent measures. Parent support rated by classroom 
teachers demonstrated significant differences for the classification 
of interventions as used or not used. However, significant dif­
ferences were not obtained between teacher-rated parent support at the 
various levels of teacher commitment nor was a significant relation-
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Table 30. Relationship between school psychologist perception of 
parent support and length of intervention use 
Source DF MS F p 
Length of use 1 13.28 11.92 0.001 
School psychologist 50 1.43 1.28 0.19 
Error 50 1.11 
Total 101 
Table 31. Differences in teacher perception of parent support by 
category of intervention use 
Source DF MS F p 
Intervention category 1 3.52 5.19 0.03 
used-not used 
School psychologist 48 1.39 2.05 0.02 
Error 31 0.68 
Total 80 
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Table 32. Differences in teacher perception of parent support by 
level of teacher commitment 
Source DF MS F p 
Teacher commitment 4 1.13 1.58 0.21 
School psychologist 48 1.43 2.01 0.03 
Error 28 0.71 
Total 80 
Table 33. Relationship between teacher perception of parent support 
and length of intervention use 
Source DF MS F p 
Length of use 1 1.01 1.33 0.26 
School psychologist 48 1.44 1.90 0.03 
Error 31 0.76 
Total 80 
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ship obtained between parent support rated by teachers and length of 
intervention use. 
Teacher responsibility 
A GLM procedure was used to analyze the influence of degree of 
teacher responsibility as a behavior change agent on each of the 
dependent measures of intervention use. The GLM procedure was ap­
propriate given unequal observations at various levels of the de­
pendent measures. In each analysis, school psychologists functioned 
as a blocking variable. The GLM analysis for length of intervention 
use was accomplished by specifying a simple regression model. 
Tables 34, 35, and 36 present the GLM analyses for each of the 
dependent variables. A significant difference was demonstrated 
between teacher-perceived responsibility to function as a behavior 
change agent in the classroom at the two categories of intervention 
use, F (1,30) = 5.42, p < .03. A comparison of means indicates that 
teachers perceived a significantly greater degree of responsibility 
as a change agent for cases in which interventions were used (x = 4.39) 
than for cases in which interventions were not used (x = 3.97). 
Mean differences in teacher responsibility as a behavior change 
agent were not significant with respect to level of teacher com­
mitment, F (4,27) = 1.62, p < .20 as shown in Table 35. The rela­
tionship between teacher responsibility and length of intervention 
use was also not significant, F (1,30) = 1.13, p < .30 as displayed 
in Table 36. 
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Table 34. Differences in teacher responsibility by category of 
intervention use 
Source DF MS F p 
Intervention category 1 4.13 5.42 0.03 
used-not used 
School psychologist 48 0.77 1.01 0.49 
Error 30 0.76 
Total 79 
Table 35. Differences in teacher responsibility by level of teacher 
commitment 
Source DF MS F p 
Commitment 4 1.31 1.62 0.20 
School psychologist 48 0.71 0.88 0.66 
Error 27 0.81 
Total 79 
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Table 36. Relationship between teacher responsibility and length of 
intervention use 
Source DF MS F p 
Length of use 1 0.98 1.13 0.30 
School psychologist 48 0.72 0.83 0.72 
Error 30 0.87 
Total 79 
Range of special education options 
The comparison between the range of special education options 
available in the school district for the dichotomous classification 
of intervention use was analyzed using a randomized blocks analysis 
of variance in which school psychologists were the blocking variable 
and category of intervention use was the classification variable. 
Differences in range of special education options available in the 
school district at the various levels of teacher commitment and the 
relationship between range of special education options and length 
of intervention use were analyzed using GLM procedures which were 
appropriate given unequal observations. In each analysis, school 
psychologists functioned as the blocking variable. The GLM analysis 
for length of intervention use was accomplished by specifying a simple 
regression model. 
The range of special education options available within the 
school district was not significantly associated with category of 
intervention use, F (1,50) = 1.03, p < .31; teacher commitment. 
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F (4,47) = 0.91, p < .47, or length of intervention use, F (1,50) = 
0.73, p < .40 as shown in Tables 37, 38 and 39. 
Table 37. Differences in range of special education options available 
by category of intervention use 
Source SS DF MS F P 
Education options 0.63 1 0.63 1.03 0.31 
School psychologist 116.84 50 2.34 3.85 0.0001 
Error 30.37 50 0.61 
Total 147.84 101 
Table 38. Differences in range of special education options available 
in the district by level of commitment 
Source DF MS F p 
Commitment 4 0.56 0.91 0.47 
School psychologist 50 2.31 3.78 0.0001 
Error 47 0.61 
Total 101 
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Table 39. Relationship between range of special education options 
available and length of intervention use 
Source DF MS F p 
Length of use 1 0.44 0.73 0.40 
School psychologist 50 2.34 3.83 0.0001 
Error 50 0.61 
Total 101 
Factors Influencing Degree of Intervention Use 
Interventions that were not used were deleted from the following 
analyses, so that variables related to degree of intervention use could 
be examined. First, Pearson product moment correlations were utilized 
to examine the correlation between each of the independent variables 
and two dependent measures, teacher commitment and length of inter­
vention use. These correlations are presented in Tables 40 and 41 
and reflect the relationship between intercorrelated independent, 
variables and degree of intervention use as measured by each of the 
dependent variables. Only one variable, degree of teacher responsibility 
as a behavior change agent was significantly correlated with level 
of teacher commitment to implement an intervention, r = .50, 
p < .001 as presented in Table 40. None of the variables were 
significantly correlated with length of intervention use. 
An inspection of the raw data suggests that the number of 
school days an intervention was implemented may not be a valid 
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Table 40. Correlations between independent variables and level of 
teacher commitment for used interventions 
Variable 
Correlation 
coefficient P 
Acceptability . 06 0.71 
Teacher time implementing intervention (SP)^ .04 0.81 
Teacher time implementing intervention (T)^ -.23 0.13 
Building-level administrative support (SP) -.14 0.34 
Building-level administrative support (T) -.03 0.84 
District-level administrative support (SP) -.03 0.84 
District-level administrative support (T) -.20 0.19 
Parent support (SP) .16 0.25 
Parent support (T) .00 0.99 
Teacher responsibility .50 0.001 
Range of special education options .12 0.40 
^School psychologist perception. 
^Teacher perception. 
single indicator of degree of use due to a probable interaction between 
length of use and intervention effectiveness which was not examined 
in this study. An intervention implemented for a short period of 
time may have been terminated because the plan was successful and 
behavior change was rapidly achieved or the intervention may have 
been prematurely terminated for a number of reasons without achieving 
behavior change. Likewise, an intervention implemented for the 
maximum number of school days may reflect an effective intervention 
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Table 41. Correlations between independent variables and length of 
intervention use for used interventions 
Correlation 
Variable coefficient p 
Acceptability .24 0, .11 
Teacher time implementing intervention (SP)^ -.10 0, .49 
Teacher time Implementing intervention (T)^ -.21 0, ,17 
Building-level administrative support (SP) -.14 0. ,33 
Building-level administrative support (T) .20 0. ,17 
District-level administrative support (SP) -.13 0. 35 
District-level administrative support (T) .11 0. 47 
Parent support (SP) .01 0. 07 
Parent support (T) -.11 0. 47 
Teacher responsibility .17 0. 25 
Range of special education topics .06 0. 66 
^School psychologist perception. 
'^Teacher perception. 
continued to maintain a behavior change or a moderately acceptable 
intervention implemented with moderate integrity and continued to 
result in a moderate change in behavior. 
Level of teacher commitment appears to be the more parsimonious 
and valid index of the degree of intervention use. As a dependent 
measure level of teacher commitment does not reflect an interaction 
with effectiveness which may confound the interpretation of data. 
For each of the independent variables, mean differences at the 
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various levels of teacher commitment were analyzed using randomized 
block analyses of variance in which school psychologists were the 
blocking variable and level of teacher commitment was the classifica­
tion variable. Intervention in which no commitment was obtained 
were deleted from the analyses so that the relationship between each 
of the independent variables and level of teacher commitment for 
used interventions could be examined. The results of these analyses 
are" summarized in Table 42. 
Three variables demonstrated a significant effect on degree of inter­
vention use. Level of teacher responsibility as a behavior change agent 
demonstrated a significant effect on degree of teacher commitment for used 
interventions, F (3,25) = 4.27, p < .01. A comparison of means is pre­
sented in Table 43 and reveals successively greater teacher commitment to 
implement interventions as the level of teacher responsibility for behavior 
change increases. The Tukey-Kramer HSD test was utilized to determine 
means between which significant differences existed. There was a signifi­
cant difference at the p < .05 level between teacher responsibility at the 
verbal commitment level and teacher responsibility at the top level of 
commitment (intervention implemented with integrity to conclusion). 
Comparisons between the remaining levels were not found to be signifi­
cant. These results provide evidence that teacher responsibility 
as a behavior change agent was significantly associated with extent 
of implemention for used interventions. 
Teacher-perceived time spent implementing the intervention, in 
minutes per day, also demonstrated a significant effect on degree 
of teacher commitment for used interventions, F (3,26) = 3.93, p < .02. 
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Table 42. Analysis of variance summary for each independent variable 
and level of commitment for used interventions 
Variables SS DF MS F 
Acceptability 
Commitment 3.52 3 1.17 2 .02 
Blocking 29.94 48 0.62 1 .08 
Error 14.49 25 0.58 
Teacher time implementing (SP)^ 
Commitment 23292.21 3 7764.07 1 .95 
Blocking 260953.74 50 5219.07 1 .31 
Error 167561.79 42 3989.57 
Teacher time implementing (T)^ 81103.68 3 27034.56 3 .93* 
Blocking 543344.20 47 11560.51 1 .68 
Error 178644.82 26 6870.95 
Building-level administrative support (SP) 
Commitment 1.76 3 0.59 0, .78 
Blocking 76.65 50 1.53 1, .92 
Error 31.74 42 0.76 
Building-level administrative support (T) 
Commitment 2.92 3 0.97 1. ,86 
Blocking 33.46 48 0.70 1. ,33 
Error 13.58 26 0.52 
District-level administrative support (SP) 
Commitment 1.24 3 0.41 1. 19 
Blocking 62.46 50 1.25 3. 59**** 
Error . 14.26 41 0.35 
District-level administrative support (T) 
Commitment 2.75 3 0.92 0. 65 
Blocking 49.61 45 1.10 0. 79 
Error 32.25 23 1.40 
School psychologist perception. 
^Teacher perception. 
*p < .05. 
****p < .0001. 
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Table 42. Continued 
Variables SS DF MS 
Parent support (SP) 
Commitment 20, .97 3 6.99 7.33*** 
Blocking 64, .74 50 1.29 1.36 
Error 40. ,03 42 0.95 
Parent support (T) 
Commitment • 1. 84 3 0.61 0.81 
Blocking 68. ,45 48 1.43 1.89* 
Error 19. 66 26 0.76 
Teacher responsibility 
Commitment 7. 62 3 2.54 4.27** 
Blocking 38. 75 48 0.81 1.36 
Error 14. 88 25 0.60 
Special education options 
Commitment 3. 22 3 1.07 2.34 
Blocking 119. 74 50 2.39 5.22**** 
Error 19. 28 42 0.46 
**p < .01. 
***p < .001. 
Table 43. Mean level of teacher responsibility at each level of 
teacher commitment for used interventions 
Commitment 
level N 
X 
teacher responsibility 
rating 
Verbal commitment 15 3.87 
Used Intervention 1 or more days 22 4.09 
Intervention Implemented 
but modified 19 4.11 
Intervention implemented 
with integrity to conclusion 21 4.71 
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A comparison of the means is presented in Table 44. The Tukey-Kramer 
HSD test was utilized to determine means between which significant 
differences existed. There was a significant difference at the 
p < .05 level between time spent implementing the intervention at 
the level of commitment in which teachers implemented the intervention 
for one day or more but not to conclusion and the level of commitment 
in which teachers implemented the intervention with integrity to 
conclusion. Comparisons between remaining levels were not found to 
be significant. These results provide evidence that the average 
amount of teacher time required to implement interventions was signifi­
cantly less for interventions which were implemented with integrity 
to conclusion than interventions which were attempted but abandoned. 
Table 44. Mean level of teacher-perceived time implementing the 
intervention at each level of teacher commitment for 
used interventions 
Commitment 
level N 
X a 
teacher time 
Verbal commitment 15 25.27 
Used intervention 1 or more days 22 90.36 
Intervention implemented 
but modified 19 64.37 
Intervention implemented 
with integrity to conclusion 21 10.86 
^Time in minutes. 
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In addition, parent support rated by the school psychologist 
demonstrated a significant effect on level of teacher commitment 
for used interventions, F (3,42) = 7.33, p < .001. A comparison of 
the means is presented in Table 45 and reveals successively greater 
teacher commitment to implement interventions as parent support in­
creases. The Tukey-Kramer HSD test was utilized to determine 
significant differences in pairwise comparisons of parent support 
at the various levels of teacher commitment. There were significant 
differences (p < .05) between parent support at the verbal commit­
ment level and each of the remaining levels of implementation. These 
results provide evidence that the level of parent support is signifi­
cantly associated with the degree of intervention use. Parent support 
rated by the school psychologist accounted for a slightly larger 
relative proportion of the variance in the dependent variable than 
did teacher responsibility or teacher-perceived time with eta 
2 2 2 
squared (n ) = .17, n = .12, and n = .10, respectively. 
None of the remaining independent variables shown in Table 42 
demonstrated a significant effect on degree of intervention use. 
Collective and Relative Contributions of Variables 
to Intervention Use 
Regression analyses were conducted to examine the collective 
and relative impact of the independent variables on each of the 
dependent measures of intervention use. Each of the three multiple 
regression analyses was highly significant with multiple correlations 
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Table 45. Mean level of parent support rated by the school psycholo­
gist at each level of teacher commitment for used inter­
ventions 
Commitment x 
level N parent support rating 
Verbal commitment 22 2.73 
Used intervention 1 or more days 26 3.69 
Intervention implemented 
but modified 23 3.70 
Intervention implemented 
with integrity to conclusion 25 4.00 
ranging from .57 to .66 as shown in Table 46. The best relative 
predictors in these analyses were intervention acceptability, parent 
support rated by the school psychologist, time required to implement 
the intervention rated by the school psychologist and teacher-
perceived district-level administrative support. 
Stepwise regression analyses were also conducted to explore the 
relative contribution of the independent variables to the explained 
variance in the dependent measures of intervention use. A forward 
stepwise selection procedure with pair switching was specified in 
these exploratory analyses to identify the best one-variable, two-
variable, etc., models. Initially, the one-variable model producing 
2 
the highest R is identified. Next, another variable is added that 
yields the greatest increase in the proportion of variance in the 
dependent variable accounted for by the variables. The procedure 
then compares all possible switches with variables not in the model 
Table 46. Results of multiple regression analyses for each de­
pendent measure 
R2 
Beta weight s for predictors^ 
Criterion variable R A PAP PTIMPL 
Use classification 
F (11,59) = 3.98, p < . 0003 
. 66 .43 .170 
* 
.165 
** 
. .003 
* 
Commitment level 
F (11,59) = 2:86, p < . 0045 
.59 .35 .356 .520 
*** 
.001 
Length of use 
F (11,59) = 2.50, p < . 01 
.57 .32 13.272 10.088 
* 
.330 
* 
Acceptability. 
PAP Parent support rated by school psychologist (SP). 
PTIMPL Teacher time (SP). 
TTIMPL Teacher time rated by teacher (T). 
lAAT Building-level administrative support (T). 
EAAT District-level administrative support (T). 
lAAP Building-level administrative support (SP). 
EAAP District-level administrative support (SP). 
TRESP Teacher responsibility. 
EDCOP Range of special education options. 
PAT Parent support (T). 
*p < .05. 
**p < .01. 
***p < .001. 
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Beta weights for predictors^ 
TTIMPL lAAT EAAT lAAP EAAP TRESP EDCOP PAT 
.000 .146 - .117 .003 - .039 .063 .036 .009 
* 
.000 .200 - .115 .003 - .091 .119 .044 - .169 
.021 12.565 -5.702 5.944 -8.243 1.837 -.953 -3.740 
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and then selects the two-variable model that produces the largest 
increase in the proportion of variance accounted for in the dependent 
variable. The procedure continues until all variables have been 
entered into the model. 
The results of stepwise regression analyses for variables 
with significant contributions to the prediction of each of the 
dependent measures are presented in Table 47. Four variables signifi­
cantly contributed to the prediction of category of intervention use. 
Parent support rated by the school psychologist, acceptability, school 
psychologist perception of teacher time spent implementing the inter­
vention and teacher-perceived district level administrative support 
combined to account for 38 percent of the variance in the classifica­
tion of an intervention as used or not used. For these four variables, 
an overall F (4,66) = 9.99, p < .0001 was obtained. The contribution 
of the remaining variables beyond this four variable model was not 
significant and could not be distinguished from chance. 
Two variables significantly contributed to the prediction of 
teacher commitment. Parent support rated by the school psychologist 
and acceptability together accounted for 29 percent of the variance 
in level of teacher commitment. For these two variables, an overall 
F (2,68) = 13.96, p < .0001 was obtained. Beyond these two variables, 
the contributions of the remaining variables could not be distinguished 
from chance. 
Again, acceptability, teacher time spent implementing the inter­
vention rated by the school psychologist and parent support rated 
by the school psychologist were the three variables significantly 
Table 47. Results of regression analyses for variables with signifi­
cant contribution to prediction of category of intervention 
use, teacher commitment, and length of use 
Dependent variable Independent variables 
Intervention category Parent support (SP)^ 
Used-not used Acceptability 
F (4,66) = 9.99, p < .0001 Time implementing (SP) , 
District-level adm. support (T) 
Teacher commitment Parent support (SP) 
F (2,68) = 13.96, p < .0001 Acceptability 
Length of use Acceptability 
F (3,67) = 7.35, p < .0003 Time implementing (SP) 
Parent support (SP) 
^School psychologist perception. 
^Teacher perception. 
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2 2 
Multiple R R R change Stepwise F Stepwise p 
.42 .18 17.06 .0001 
.56 .31 .13 10.32 .002 
.60 .36 .05 5.22 .03 
.62 .38 .02 4.36 .04 
.45 .20 15.45 .0002 
.54 .29 .09 8.70 .004 
.36 .13 9.18 .003 
.45 .20 .07 6.53 .01 
.50 .25 .05 4.36 .04 
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contributing to the prediction of number of school days an intervention 
was used. Collectively, these three variables accounted for 25% 
of the variance in the number of school days an Intervention was 
used. For these variables, an overall F (2,67) = 7.35, p < .0003 
was obtained. The contribution of the remaining variables beyond 
this three-variable model was negligible and not distinguished from 
chance. 
In summary, parent support perceived by the school psychologist, 
acceptability and teacher time spent Implementing the Intervention 
rated by the school psychologist consistently predicted indices of 
intervention use. All three variables made significant contributions 
to the regression equation. The three variables accounted for a 
larger proportion of the variance in the simple classification of an 
intervention as used or not used (36%) and in the level of teacher 
commitment (30%) than in the number of school days an intervention 
was used (25%). 
Commonality analyses were computed for each dependent measure 
of intervention use to determine the unique contribution of each 
independent variable and identify the Independent variables that 
account for the largest unique proportion of the variance in each 
dependent measure. Variables identical to those identified in the 
stepwise regression analyses were obtained for each dependent measure. 
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Correlations between School Psychologist 
and Teacher Perceptions 
Analysis of the correlations between school psychologist and 
teacher perceptions of the three independent variables rated by both 
samples revealed no significant relationship between school psychologist 
and teacher perception of building-level administrative support, 
district-level administrative support, or teacher time spent imple­
menting the intervention. However, a statistically significant 
relationship was obtained for the correlation between school psycholo­
gist and teacher perceptions of parent support with an r = .48, 
p < .0001. These correlations are presented in Table 48. From 
these data, it appears that school psychologists and classroom teachers 
do not perceive and rate administrative support at the building 
or district levels in the same way. Nor do they perceive teacher time 
required to implement an intervention in a similar way. Perceptions 
of parent support are more consistent between the two samples. The 
moderate correlation indicates that nearly a quarter of the variance 
in parent support ratings was accounted for by teacher and school 
psychologist perceptions. 
Ill 
Table 48. Correlations between school psychologist and teacher 
ratings of independent variables 
Variable 
Correlation 
coefficient 
Number of 
observations 
Building-level administrative support 0.05 81 
District-level administrative support 0.08 74 
Parental support 0.48*** 81 
Implementation time -0.02 81 
***p < .0001. 
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DISCUSSION 
General Findings 
Acceptability 
This investigation was specifically designed to examine the re­
lationship between teacher judgments of intervention acceptability 
and their actual use of those classroom interventions. The results 
from this study indicated that judgments of intervention acceptability 
made by experienced classroom teachers are significantly related 
to indices of intervention use. These results provide evidence to 
support Witt and Elliott's (1985) hypothesis that if classroom 
interventions are considered acceptable, there is greater likelihood 
the intervention will be used. 
Witt and Elliott proposed a model that specifies a sequential 
relationship between acceptability and use of classroom interventions. 
Based on their framework, use of interventions is directly related 
to intervention acceptability and is, to some degree, a consequence 
of intervention acceptability. Previous research had not empirically 
addressed the relationship between acceptability and intervention 
use. The present study indicated that intervention acceptability 
judgments made by experienced classroom teachers are related to 
their actual use of the same interventions. In addition, the study 
indicated that subjective judgments of acceptability are related 
to objective measures of intervention use. This study's support 
of this relationship strengthens the general contention articulated 
by numerous authors in the field that judgments of treatment 
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acceptability may potentially influence support for a treatment, 
use of the treatment, and as suggested in the literature, the ultimate 
effectiveness of the treatment (Bornstein & Rychtarik, 1983; Kazdin, 
1977, 1980; Kiesler, 1983; McMahon & Forehand, 1983; Witt & Elliott, 
1985; Wolf, 1978). Moreover, this finding is consistent with com­
mentaries on behavioral adherence to health care regimens. In a 
review and examination of issues in patient adherence to health care 
recommendations, Kasl (1975) concluded that compliance could be 
predicted better from characteristics of the medical regimen than 
from characteristics of the patient. Also consistent with a focus 
on the influence of social system variables on intervention use, 
Kasl suggested that noncompliance may depend more on external or 
environmental variables than upon characteristics of the patient. 
In addition to the effects of intervention acceptability, 
another aspect of this study was to examine the relationship between 
social system variables and the use of classroom interventions. 
Social system variables 
The relationship between teachers' use of classroom interventions 
and the following social system variables was examined and will be 
discussed in the order presented: parent support; administrative 
support at the building level; teacher responsibility as a behavior 
change agent; teacher time spent implementing and maintaining the 
intervention; administrative support at the district level; and 
range of special education options available within the district. 
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Parent support In the current investigation, parent support 
rated by the school psychologist consistently demonstrated a highly 
significant relationship with all indices of intervention use. In 
general, school psychologist-perceived parent support enhanced the 
likelihood that an intervention would be used and was related to the 
extent of intervention use. 
The influence of parent support on the use of classroom inter­
ventions by teachers has not been comprehensively addressed in the 
consultation literature. Several authors note that parents are 
among the numerous and complex elements in the educational setting 
to which school psychologists should be sensitive as consultants 
(Abidin, 1972; Reppucci & Saunders, 1974; Witt & Elliott, 1985). 
Moreover, a few studies are beginning to appear endorsing the utility 
of classroom interventions which involve parents in the reinforcement 
system (Atkeson & Forehand, 1979; Earth, 1979; Witt, Hannafin, & 
Martens, 1983). However, only one study reports data which explores 
the influence of parent support for interventions on the use of inter­
ventions by classroom teachers. Smith and Lyon (1986) reported that 
school psychologists identified consultation cases involving parents 
and teachers or parents only as successful significantly more often 
than consultation cases involving teachers only. The current study 
is consistent with this finding and further corroborates the influence 
of parent support on the use and ultimate effectiveness of classroom 
interventions. 
As expected, teacher-perceived parent support was also related 
to intervention use in this study but the relationship was not as 
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strong nor as consistent as the relationship between school psychologist-
perceived parent support and intervention use. This pattern of 
results bears further investigation. School psychologists and class­
room teachers both perceived significant differences in parent support 
for interventions that were used as opposed to those interventions 
that were not used. Whereas school psychologists perceived differential 
parent support among the various levels of teacher commitment, class­
room teacher ratings were much less variable in terms of parent 
support at the various levels of teacher commitment both for inter­
ventions which were implemented and those that were not implemented. 
These differences in teachers' and school psychologists' ratings of 
their perceptions of parent support may contribute to the pattern of 
obtained relationships between parent support and teachers' use of 
interventions. 
Two tentative explanations are offered to account for differences 
in school psychologist and teacher perceptions of parent support. 
First, school psychologists and classroom teachers may each consider 
different types and amounts of observational data and bring different 
perspectives to bear on perceptions of parent support. School 
psychologists, as a function of their training and experience in 
dealing with problem children and their parents, may have a back­
ground against which to make more discriminating and objective judg­
ments of parent support for interventions than classroom teachers who 
do not so frequently encounter problem behavior severe enough to 
warrant formalized or extended contact with parents. In other words, 
while teachers may have more frequent contacts with specific parents 
116 
than school psychologists, school psychologists may make qualitatively 
different use of contacts with parents in terras of critical variables 
against which judgments of parent support are made than do classroom 
teachers. Thus, school psychologists and teachers differ in the 
types of data each attend to and the expectation against which the 
data are judged. These differences in perspectives and baseline 
expectations contribute to the ability to differentiate parent 
support. 
Another possible explanation for these results relates to the 
manner in which data were requested from school psychologists. 
School psychologist ratings were more variable than those of classroom 
teachers. Because school psychologists submitted two intervention 
cases selected on the basis of intervention use, they may have 
made unwarranted assumptions regarding parent support. School 
psychologists may have utilized a wider range of scale points 
based on their attribution of use to parent support than they would 
have used had they responded regarding a single intervention case 
not known to have been selected along a dimension of intervention 
use. This rationale seems less plausible than the first explanation 
given that minimal rater bias would be expected due to the specific 
and behavioral description of each anchor for the item (Siegel, 
Dragovich, & Marholin, 1976). However, further research, perhaps 
employing objective data obtained from a third party, is necessary 
to clarify the influence of parent support on intervention use by 
classroom teachers. 
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Building-level administrative support A second social system 
variable examined in this study was building-level administrative 
attitude toward intervention use. School psychologist perception of 
administrative support at the building level demonstrated a signifi­
cant relationship to indices of intervention use. These results 
provide evidence to support previous spéculation and research in the 
literature that identified building-level administrative attitude 
toward intervention use as a critical factor influencing intervention 
implementation (Bergan & Tombari, 1976; Gallessich, 1973; Graden, 
Casey, & Bonstrom, 1985; Goldman & Cowen, 1976; Piersel & Gutkln, 
1983; Reppucci & Saunders, 1974; Smith & Lyon, 1986). 
Building-level administrative support rated by the teacher 
did not significantly influence any of the measures of intervention 
use. These results are noteworthy in that school psychologist per­
ceptions of principal attitude toward interventions were consistently 
related to teachers' actual use of interventions while teacher percep­
tions were not. Again, two tentative explanations are presented to 
account for these results. 
First, school psychologists and classroom teachers each bring 
different kinds of observational data to bear on their perceptions 
of building-level administrative support. School psychologists may 
be exposed primarily to what principals say they will or would do in 
terms of the allocation of resources and materials to support inter­
vention Implementation. In contrast, classroom teachers likely 
experience more frequent contact over time with the building principal 
and have more opportunity to observe potential variations in an 
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administrator's behavior than the school psychologist. Thus, dif­
ferences in the types and frequency of contacts and in the observa­
tional data base may differentially shape attitudes and perceptions 
between school psychologists and classroom teachers. 
Another possible explanation, although considered less plausible, 
again relates to the manner in which data was requested from school 
psychologists. Because school psychologists submitted two intervention 
cases selected on the basis of intervention use, they may have made 
unwarranted assumptions regarding administrative support. School 
psychologists may have utilized a wider range of scale points based 
on their attribution of use to administrative attitude at the building 
level than they would have made had they not known about the selection 
dimension of intervention use. Again, this explanation is considered 
less plausible because the anchors for this item were specific and 
behaviorally described and, therefore, less likely to be subject to 
rater bias (Siegel, Dragovich, & Marholin, 1976). However, additional 
research will be necessary to clarify the influence of administrative 
attitude toward intervention use at the building level on teachers ' 
use of classroom interventions. 
Teacher responsibility A third social system variable examined 
in the present study was teacher responsibility to function as a 
behavior change agent in the regular classroom. Results from this 
study indicated that the degree of teacher-perceived responsibility 
to accomplish behavior change in the regular classroom was related to 
intervention use. These results support numerous authors' contentions 
and previous research in the literature that teachers do not necessarily 
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feel responsible for behavior change in the classroom and instead 
consider referral to special education or other options as a more 
appropriate course of action (Grieger, 1972; Knapp & Salend, 1984; 
Lambert, 1976; Lambert, Yandell, & Sandoval, 1975; Piersel & Gutkin, 
1983; Smith & Lyon, 1986). 
Implementation time A fourth social system variable studied 
in this investigation was daily teacher time spent implementing and 
maintaining the intervention. School psychologists reported that 
classroom teachers spent significantly more daily time implementing 
and maintaining interventions that were used than those that were 
not used. This finding was not unexpected since use was the dimension 
by which school psychologists selected the cases that were submitted. 
School psychologist-perceived teacher time required to implement the 
intervention was not significantly related to the other indices 
of intervention use. 
In contrast, teacher report of daily time required to implement 
and maintain interventions demonstrated a differential effect on the 
extent of intervention use. Specifically, these results indicated 
that the average amount of daily time required to implement inter­
ventions was significantly less for interventions that were imple­
mented with integrity to conclusion than interventions that were 
implemented but abandoned. This finding strengthens the notion pre­
sented by several investigators and authors that the time required 
to implement an intervention is an important variable influencing 
intervention use (Abidin, 1975; Graden, Casey & Bonstrom, 1985; Knapp 
& Salend, 1984; Piersel & Gutkin, 1983). 
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Other social system variables The remaining social system 
variables examined in this investigation were administrative sup­
port at the district level and range of special education options 
available in the district. District-level administrative attitude 
toward interventions and range of special education options available 
in the school district were not found to be significantly related 
to indices of.intervention use. Administrative support at the 
district level was perceived to be present at similar levels by 
both school psychologists and classroom teachers. Thus, these data 
.were not adequate to test the notion that the lack of administrative 
support operates as a constraint in implementing school-based consulta­
tion activities. The range of special education options available 
within a school district was expected to be negatively correlated to 
intervention use. Intervention use was expected to decline as the 
number of special education program options increased. However, as 
with the other district-level social system variable, the data ob­
tained from this study were not adequate to test the hypothesis 
that as the availability of alternate education options increases, 
intervention implementation declines. With few exceptions, school 
psychologists responded with respect to two consultation cases within 
the same school district. Because consultation cases were not randomly 
selected, the consultation case selection method required by the 
study precluded the collection of data adequate to test for meaningful 
differences on district-level variables. 
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Collective and relative effect of variables on use 
A further aspect of this study was to examine the collective 
and relative impact of the independent variables on intervention 
use. Each of the three multiple regression analyses regarding indices 
of Intervention use were statistically significant and clinically 
meaningful. From one-third to nearly one-half of the variance in 
intervention use was explained by the collected effects of acceptability 
and the social systems variables under study in this investigation. 
Parent support, acceptability, and implementation time were consistently 
related to intervention use and comprised the best relative predictors. 
These variables accounted for 80 to 90% of the explained variance in 
each case and support contentions advanced by numerous authors and 
discussed previously. 
In terms of separate contribution, parent support perceived by 
the school psychologist contributed the largest relative portion of 
2 the variance in intervention use with an average R of .14. Ac­
ceptability contributed a similar proportion of the variance with an 
2 
average R of .12. Implementation time accounted for an average of 
6% of the variance in intervention use. These results provide 
evidence that acceptability judgments were consistently related to 
intervention use and singularly demonstrated a relationship similar 
to the impact of parent support but stronger than the collective 
impact of the other social system variables under study. 
These results cannot be interpreted in terms of causality but 
rather should be Interpreted in terms of the relationships among the 
variables. Yet, specific implications can be drawn from these results 
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for the applied practitioner providing consultation to classroom 
teachers regarding behavior problems. The current study empirically 
supports the relationship between judgments of intervention acceptability 
and teachers' use of classroom interventions. School psychologists 
should be aware of factors suggested in the literature that influence 
intervention acceptability judgments and attempt to apply behavioral 
principles accordingly. Further, school psychologists should be 
aware of the potential impact of parent support on teachers' use of 
classroom interventions and include parents in the intervention plan 
as appropriate. The current study also empirically reinforces the 
contention embraced by numerous authors that the importance of 
social system variables should not be underestimated by providers 
of school-based consultation. Specific recommendations for the 
applied practitioner of school-based consultation are presented in the 
last section of this chapter. 
Unique Aspects of this Study 
The current investigation was unique in utilizing fully-employed 
professional educators in the field as subjects. This study used 
certified school psychologists who were employed by area education 
agencies to provide psychological services, including school-based 
consultation, to school districts. Among subjects used in previous 
field-based research were student consultants who were completing 
course requirements as service providers. Further, this study used 
experienced classroom teachers who were employed in the classroom 
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rather than preservice or student teachers. Much of the prior re­
search had utilized preservice, student teachers, or university under­
graduates as subjects. 
Another unique strength of the present investigation was its 
field-based nature. This study examined responses made by experienced 
professional educators regarding intervention which had actually been 
proposed and developed through consultation with certified school 
psychologists. The problems for which consultation had been initiated 
and to which the interventions were addressed actually existed and 
were considered serious enough by the classroom teacher to seek as­
sistance from a professional. The classroom teacher was seeking as­
sistance through school-based consultation in the course of a formal 
referral for special education services or as a prereferral attempt 
to solve the problem in the regular classroom setting. Previous re­
search on acceptability and intervention use had been primarily 
analog in nature relying on case descriptions of problem behavior 
and a written description of an intervention. 
Finally, this study was unique in addressing the influence of a 
number of social system variables on intervention use. These social 
system variables reflect the context for school-based consultation 
activities but have not previously been empirically examined. 
Limitations 
Several weaknesses should be noted in this investigation. First, 
because of the observational nature of this study, the results should 
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be interpreted in terms of the relationships among variables but not 
in terms of causality. 
Second, the response rate for school psychologists in this study 
is difficult to address because the precise number of Iowa school 
psychologists engaging in consultation activities is not known. Al­
though an exact response rate is desirable, the absence of a precise 
response rate,for the school psychologist sample is not considered a 
serious limitation in this study because not all school psychologists 
practice school-based consultation. Nonresponse by school psychologists 
would not likely introduce bias in this investigation. The school 
psychologists participating in this study self-selected based on 
their practice of and interest in consultation activities. The 
results are generalizable only to those school psychologists who 
engage in school-based consultation and express interest in this 
professional activity. 
In contrast to the school psychologist sample, nonresponse in 
the teacher sample also occurred and presents more serious implica­
tions. Thirteen teachers employed by districts participating in this 
study failed to respond. All of these nonresponding teachers failed 
to respond regarding interventions which had been designated by the 
school psychologist as interventions that were not used. This type of 
nonresponse reflects a process of self-selection and introduces bias 
into the representativeness of the teacher sample. In the present 
study, nonresponse by teachers who did not implement an intervention 
was not unexpected. The likely effect of such nonresponse would be 
a reduction in the magnitude of effect. Had those teachers responded. 
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their judgments of intervention acceptability and other variables are 
likely to have been extreme ana would have enhanced significant dif­
ferences between groups. However, this interpretation is speculative. 
The actual characteristics of the nonresponding teachers and the re­
sultant effect of their nonresponse on this study are not known. 
Implications for Applied Practice 
The identification of factors influencing intervention use by 
regular classroom teachers is essential for the effective provision 
of indirect psychological services such as school-based consultation. 
Increasing the probability that a classroom intervention will be 
used results in numerous benefits to service providers and consumers 
of psychological services alike. The technology exists to promote 
behavior change in the regular education environment. Improving 
intervention implementation in the mainstream classroom environment 
should make more restrictive educational alternatives less necessary 
by providing immediate and effective assistance to students with 
learning or behavior problems who can successfully function in the 
regular classroom with minimal support. Thus, expanding intervention 
use is desirable to meet the mandate of educating students within 
the least restrictive educational alternative. Enhancing inter­
vention use would also make indirect service delivery a more cost 
effective professional activity. A greater number of students and 
teachers could be provided with assistance by using existing personnel 
and resources which would be beneficial for intermediate service 
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agencies and local school districts. Results of the present study 
have specific implications for school psychologists providing consulta­
tion to classroom teachers regarding behavior problems. 
Characteristics of the intervention plan are related to teachers' 
use of the classroom intervention. School psychologists should be 
aware of factors that influence intervention acceptability judgments 
and attempt to apply behavioral principles accordingly. At the current 
time, it appears that school psychologists could enhance intervention 
acceptability by attending to teacher perceptions of: overall ap­
propriateness and benefit to the child; amount of teacher time used 
by the intervention; teacher skill needed to use the intervention; 
risk to the target child; and effects of the intervention on other 
students. Further research in the area of intervention acceptability 
is necessary to clarify the relationships among variables influencing 
acceptability. 
As suggested above, school psychologists should be sensitive to 
the time demands required to implement and maintain various intervention 
strategies. Reducing the amount of time required of the teachers each 
day to use the intervention is likely to increase the chance the 
intervention strategies will be carried out. A few strategies to 
reduce teacher time and vigilence demands are using permanent product 
measures whenever possible and avoiding frequency measures of high 
incident behaviors; encouraging and assisting the teacher to develop 
simple methods of data collection; and utilizing alternate methods of 
daily data collection such as self-monitoring or peer monitoring as 
appropriate. 
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In addition, actively engaging the parents of the target child 
in the educational process by making them aware of and involved in 
the intervention program is likely to enhance the chances an intervention 
will be used. The precise nature of the relationship between parent 
support for interventions and use of intervention by classroom 
teachers needs further examination. Perhaps classroom teachers are 
more likely to use interventions when they believe parents are them­
selves invested in the process and outcomes of the intervention. 
It is also possible that teachers feel more accountable to parents 
in terms of implementing an intervention than they do to consultant 
colleagues or administrators. 
School psychologists who collaborate with classroom teachers to 
solve behavior problems need to be aware of the teacher's perception 
of responsibility for behavior change in the classroom. Heightening 
the teacher's perception of responsibility as a behavior change agent 
in the regular classroom may improve the likelihood that an intervention 
will be used by the classroom teacher. Involving parents in the inter­
vention process is one method of accomplishing greater sense of 
teacher responsibility for behavior change. Administrative and 
teacher endorsement of a philosophy of educating students in the 
least restrictive educational environment would also be expected 
to increase teacher responsibility as a behavior change agent. 
This goal could be facilitated through inservice activities conducted 
at the district and building level by the school psychologist and other 
support personnel. 
A number of the variables found to be related to indices of 
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intervention use in the current study can be directly or indirectly 
influenced by the school psychologist practicing school-based 
consultation. Interestingly, even though school psychologists only 
indirectly influence behavior change in a target child through the 
classroom teachers, school psychologists may have more power to in­
fluence intervention use than is realized. 
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INTERVENTION RATING PROFILE 
Circle the number which best describes your 
agreement or disagreement with each statement. 
Please read each statement carefully. 
1. This would be an acceptable intervention for 
the child's problem behavior. 
2. Most teachers would not find this intervention 
appropriate for behavior problems in addition 
to this child's behavior problem. 
3. The intervention should prove effective in 
changing the child's problem behavior. 
4. I would suggest the use of this intervention to 
other teachers. 
I 
? 
I 
$ 
g 
a 
at 
5. The child's behavior problem is severe enough 
to warrant use of this Intervention. 
6. Most teachers would find this intervention 
suitable for the behavior problem. 
7. I would be willing to use this intervention in the 
classroom setting. 
8. The intervention would result in negative side-
effects for the child. 
9. The intervention would be appropriate for a 
variety of children. '« 
10. The intervention is consistent with those I have 
used in classroom settings. 
11. The intervention was a fair way to handle the 
child's problem behavior. 
12. The intervention is unreasonable for the 
behavior problem. 
13. I liked the procedures used in the intervention. 
14. The intervention was a good way to handle this 
child's behavior problem. 
15. Overall, the intervention would be beneficial 
for the child. 
2 3 
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IOWA STATE 
Department of Psychology 
Ames. Iowa 50011 
UNIVERSITY Telephone 515-294-1742 
April 1986 
Dear School Psychologist- Colleague: 
Thank you for participating in this project. Each participant is requested 
to contribute information about two consultation cases involving two different 
classroom teachers. The survey is expected to take less than 5 minutes to complete. 
As a school psychologist I know how precious 10 minutes of work time can be. 
However, the information obtained from you aiid your colleagues will be utilized to 
directly benefit practitioners by indicating how we can maximize our consultation 
efforts with classroom teachers. 
As school psychologists we are frequently called upon to consult with teachers 
in developing interventions for behavior change in students. Unfortunately, often 
these plans are not implemented by the classroom teachers with whom we consult. The 
purpose of this project is to examine factors that influence the use of interventions 
by classroom teachers. I am therefore interested in plans that were proposed but 
not implemented as well as those plans that were proposed and implemented. The 
purpose of the survey is not to evaluate outcome or effectiveness of these interven­
tions. 
This project has been presented to the Supervisors of School Psychological 
Services and restructured and improved as a result of their suggestions. Both 
Jeff Grimes and Frank Vance of the Iowa Department of Public Instruction have 
expressed interest and support for this project and encouraged its development. 
Instructions for completing the surveys follow. If questions arise in 
completing the surveys, please contact me at 515-294-5056 (work) or 515-233-2644 
(home). Again, I expect the results to be of practical significance to field-
based practitioners and thank you in advance for you contribution. 
Attached are two copies of a survey requesting information about inter­
ventions to be carried out by, classroom teachers. 
Please reflect on interventions you have developed in conjunction with 
a teacher during the current academic year. Complete one survey for a 
classroom intervention that was proposed and used by the teacher. 
Complete the second survey for a classroom intervention that was 
proposed but NOT used by a different teacher. Read each item carefully. 
The value of your responses depends upon your completion of all items 
on each survey. 
During the data collection process, your name will be used to pair 
your responses with those of the classroom teacher with whom you 
worked to develop the intervention. At no time will either respondent 
have access to the responses of the other. Any information you provide 
will have all individually identifying information removed and will be 
used anonymously. 
Instructions for Completing the Surveys 
Sincerely 
Vicki Stodden Stumme 
School Psychologist 
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CLASSROOM INTERVENTIONS 
SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGIST SURVEY 
Name: 
AEA: . 
Sex: 
Phone: 
Age: 
Teacher's Name: 
School: 
District: 
This intervention w/as 
Initials of student who 
was the target of the 
behavior change plan 
Initials: 
proposed and used/proposed but NOT used 
(circle one) 
by the classroom teacher. 
1. Which category most closely describes the orientation of the proposed intervention? (circle one) 
a. behavioral (emphasizes learning more effective behaviors) 
b. humanistic (emphasizes understanding behavior and expressing feelings) 
c. pragmatic (emphasizes natural or logical consequences) 
a. Approximately how much time was spent in consultation with the classroom teacher each week? 
(estimate in minutes per week) • 
b. Approximately how much time was spent daily by the teacher in implementing and maintaining the 
intervention? 
(estimate in minutes per day) 
3. How severe was the problem behavior? (circle one) 
5 4 3 2 1 
severe moderate mild 
4. Approximately how many school days was the intervention carried out? 
5. Indicate the level of commitment obtained from the classroom teacher toward the proposed intervention 
plan, (circle one) 
a. verbal commitment to carry out the proposed plan 
b. plan implemented for one or more days 
c. plan carried through in a modified form until the desired behavior change was accomplished or until 
it was concluded that the plan was not effective. 
d. plan carried through unmodified until the desired behavior change was accomplished or until it was 
concluded that the plan was not effective. 
6. How closely was the intervention plan implemented as planned? (circle one) 
5 4 3 2 1 
(100%) (75%) (50%) (25%) (0%) 
implemented implemented inconsistently 
exactly as or modified in a way that 
planned reduced effectiveness 
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7. What special education program options are available in this school district? (circle all that exist) 
a. resource room 
b. special class with integration 
c. self-contained 1 teacher to 8 students 
d. self-contained 1 teacher to 5 students 
e. other (please specify: ! ) 
8. What is the administration's attitude toward classroom interventions at the building level? (circle one) 
The principal provides: 
5 4 3 2 1 
verbal verbal written no opposition 
support support philosophy support 
and of least 
resources restrictive 
(time & environment 
materials) 
9. What is the administration's attitude toward classroom interventions at the district level? (circle one) 
The central administrators provide: 
5 
verbal 
support 
and 
resources 
4 
verbal 
support 
3 
written 
philosophy 
of least 
restrictive 
environment 
2 
no 
support 
1 
opposition 
10. What was the parental attitude toward the proposed classroom intervention? (circle one) 
The parent(s) provided: 
5 
verbal 
support 
with 
consistent 
follow-thru 
4 
verbal 
support 
but 
inconsistent 
follow-thru 
3 
verbal 
support 
but 
no 
participation 
2 
no 
knowledge 
or 
no support 
1 
opposition 
11. Consultation is frequently characterized as a collaborative effort. What proportion of the final proposed 
intervention was contributed by input from: 
the classroom teacher (circle one) 
5 4 3 2 
(100%) (75%) (50%) (25%) 
the school psychologist (circle one) 
5 4 3 2 
(100%) (75%) (50%) (25%) 
1 
(0%) 
1 
(0%) 
NOTE: The combined total 
of both estimates should 
equal 100%. 
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IOWA STATE Department of Psychology Ames. Iowa 50011 
UNIVERSITY Telephone 515-294-1742 
February 1986 
Dear Classroom Teacher: 
You recently worked with your school psychologist to get ideas for changing 
a student's behavior. Attached is a survey addressing your perceptions of the 
intervention plan that was proposed during your collaboration with the school 
psychologist. The survey is expected to take less than ten minutes to complete. 
As a former classroom teacher, I know how precious ten minutes of time can be 
during your work day. However, the value of this project depends on a high 
return of surveys from you and your colleagues who have been identified by 
school psychologists as involved in classroom interventions during this academic 
year. Your participation is voluntary but essential to ensure the best use of 
the data. 
The purpose of this survey is to examine factors influencing the use of 
interventions by classroom teachers. The purpose is not to evaluate outcome 
or effectiveness of these interventions. Therefore, I am interested in your 
perceptions of the proposed intervention plan whether or not it was ever actually 
carried out. 
Your participation in this research project has been approved by your 
district. This project is part of a larger research effort endorsed and 
encouraged by consultants at the Iowa Department of Public Instruction. This 
study and the campanion project conducted by Timothy Keith at the University 
of Iowa both focus on interventions carried put in the regular education 
classroom and are expected to lead to improvement in school psychological 
services. 
Instructions for completing the survey follow. If questions arise, please 
contact me at 515-294-5056 (work) or 515-233-2644 (home). Again, I expect the 
results to be of practical significance to school psychologists and classroom 
teachers and thank you in advance for your contribution. 
Attached is a survey requesting information about an intervention 
proposed during collaboration with your school psychologist. 
Please reflect on the intervention plan proposed in conjunction with 
your school psychologist regarding the student whose initials appear 
on the survey. Read each item carefully and respond to all items on 
the survey. Return the survey directly to me using the attached prepaid 
During the data collection process your name will be used to pair your 
responses with those of the school psychologist with whom you worked to 
develop the intervention plan. At no time will either respondent have 
access to the responses of the other. Any information you provide will 
have all individually identifying information removed and will be used 
anonymously. 
Instructions for Completing the Survey 
envelope. 
Sincerely, 
Vicki Stodden Stumme 
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CLASSROOM INTERVENTIONS 
TEACHER SURVEY 
Teacher's Name School Psychologist: 
School: AEA 
District: Initials of student who 
Grade: Class size 'he target of the 
behavior change plan 
Regular or special education Years teaching Initials 
(circle one) experience 
1, a. Approximately how much time was spent in consultation with the school psychologist each week? 
(estimate in minutes per week) 
b. Approximately how much time was spent daily by the teacher in implementing and maintaining the 
intervention? 
(estimate in minutes per day) 
2. How severe was the problem behavior? (circle one) 
5 4 3 2 1 
severe moderate mild 
3. What is the administration's attitude toward classroom interventions at the building level? (circle one) 
The principal provides; 5 4 3 2 1 
verbal verbal written no opposition 
support support philosophy support 
and of least 
resources restrictive 
(time & environment 
materials) 
4. What is the administration's attitude toward classroom interventions at the district level? (circle one) 
The central administrators provide: 5 4 3 2 1 
verbal verbal written no opposition 
support support philosophy support 
and of least 
resources restrictive 
environment 
5. What was the parental attitude toward the proposed classroom intervention? (circle one) 
The parent(s) provided: 5 4 3 2 1 
verbal verbal verbal no opposition 
support support support knowledge 
with but but or 
consistent inconsistent no no support 
follow-thru follow-thru participation 
6. What priority do you assign to changing students' problem behavior as part of your role as a classroom 
teacher? (circle one) 54321 
definitely among my not my 
my responsibilities responsibility 
responsibility when time 
permits 
7. Consultation is frequently characterized as a collaborative effort. What proportion of the final proposed 
intervention was contributed by input from: 
the classroom teacher (circle one) 
5 4 3 2 1 
(100%) (75%) (50%) (25%) (0%) 
NOTE: The combined total 
the school psychologist (circle one) of both estimates should , 
5 4 3 2 1 equal 100%. 
(100%) (75%) . (50%) (25%) (0%) 
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INTERVENTION RATING PROFILE 
s 
Circle the number which best describes your 
agreement or disagreement with each statement. 
Please read each statement carefully. 
0 
D) 
1 CO S CO 
< 
JZ O) 
CO < 
O) < 
O) 
c 
o 
1. This would be an acceptable intervention for 
the child's problem behavior. 
2. Most teachers would not find this intervention 
appropriate for behavior problems in addition 
to this child's behavior problem. 
3. The intervention should prove effective in 
changing the child's problem behavior. 
4. I would suggest the use of this intervention to 
other teachers. 
5. The child's behavior problem is severe enough 
to warrant use of this intervention. 
6. Most teachers would find this intervention 
suitable for the behavior problem. 
7. I would be willing to use this intervention in the 
classroom setting. 
8. The intervention would result in negative side-
effects for the child. 
9. The intervention would be appropriate for a 
variety of children. 
10. The intervention is consistent with those I have 
used in classroom settings. 
11. The intervention was a fair way to handle the 
child's problem behavior. 
12. The intervention is unreasonable for the 
behavior problem. 
13. I liked the procedures used in the intervention. 
14. The intervention was a good way to handle this 
child's behavior problem. 
2 
2 
3 
3 
4 
4 
5 
5 
6 
6 
15. Overall, the intervention would be beneficial 
for the child. 
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APPENDIX F: 
TEACHER PARTICIPANT REMINDER LETTER 
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IOWA STATE 
Departmeni of Psychology 
Ames. Iowa 50011 
UNIVERSITY Telephone 515-294-1742 
May 1986 
Dear Classroom Teacher: 
About three weeks ago you received a survey addressing 
your perceptions of an Intervention plan that was proposed 
during your collaboration with the school psychologist in 
your building. 
This is a reminder to encourage you to participate in 
this project by responding soon. Enclosed is another copy 
of the survey, cover letter and a prepaid return envelope 
in case the original survey form was mislaid. 
Please consider taking five minutes to respond today. 
Your perceptions are essential to complete the data already 
provided by your school psychologist and to the effort to 
improve school psychological services. 
Thanks, in advance, and especially if you have already 
replied. 
Cordially, 
Vlcki Stodden Stumme 
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APPENDIX G; 
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF VARIABLES INCLUDED ON 
SURVEYS BUT NOT REPORTED IN THIS INVESTIGATION 
151 
Means and Standard Deviations of Variables Included on 
Surveys but not Reported in this Investigation 
Used Not used 
Variables x s.d. x s.d. 
Collaboration-psychologist's perception 
Proportion of psychologist input 
Proportion.of teacher input 
Collaboration-teacher's perception 
Proportion of psychologist input 
Proportion of teacher input 
Time spent consulting 
Psychologist's report 
Teacher report 
Problem severity 
Psychologist's report 
Teacher's report 
Implementation integrity 
3.10 0.76 
2.86 0.78 
2.87 0.88 
3.26 0.85 
18.90 11.98 
14.47 11.41 
3.80 0.82 
4.09 0.88 
4.43 0.73 
3.84 0.83 
2.16 0.83 
2.97 0.97 
3.00 0.95 
19.49 11.65 
17.95 15.96 
3.49 1.05 
4.11 0.90 
1.71 1.08 
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APPENDIX H: 
INTERCORRELATION MATRIX 
Intercorrelation Matrix 
A TRESP lAAP EAAP lAAT 
Acceptability (A) .5550 .1892 .1705 .2124 
**** 
Teacher responsibility (TRESP) .2388 .1438 .1329 
A 
Building-level adm. support (SP) ^ (lAAP) .6445 .0533 
**** 
District-level adm. support (SP) (EAAP) 
Building-level adm. support (T)^ (lAAT) 
.0630 
District-level adm. support (T) (EAAT) 
Parent support (SP) (PAP) 
Parent support (T) (PAT) 
Educational options (EDCOP) 
Time spent implementing (SP) (PTIMPL) 
Time spent implementing (T) (TTIMPL) 
Category of use (NUUSE) 
Commitment (COMIT) 
Length of use (USE) 
^SP = school psychologist perception. 
2 T = teacher perception. 
*p < .05. 
**p < .01. 
***p < .001. 
*A**p < .0001. 
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EAAT PAP PAT EDCOP PTIMPL TTIMPL NUUSE COMIT USE 
.1422 .1297 .1998 -.0713 -.0567 -.1201 .3958 .3169 .3349 
**** *** *** 
.0784 .1406 .0885 .0714 -.2020 -.0580 .2336 .3054 .2130 
A ** 
.0014 .0979 .1395 .0491 .0823 -.1218 .2236 .1188 .2054 
* * 
.0819 -.0189 .1759 .0664 -.0013 .0543 .0646 -.0194 -.0497 
.6147 .0388 .1470 -.0454 .1653 -.0667 '.1686 .1563 .2385 
**** * 
— 
.0654 .2953 -.1989 -.0277 .1026 .0006 -.0190 .0635 
** 
— 
.4804 -.0710 -.0223 .0713 .4054 .4374 .2718 
*** **** ** 
— 
-.2730 .0774 .1492 .2462 .1426 .0874 
** * 
— .0071 -.1537 -.0651 .0499 -.0300 
— -.0151 .2141 
* 
.1925 .0731 
— .0332 -.0775 -.0951 
— 
.6461 .6286 
**** 
— 
.5322 
**** 
